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APPENDIX P – PUBLIC AND DMMP GROUP INVOLVEMENT 
 
The purpose of public participation and agency coordination in the NEPA process is to ensure the 
productive use of inputs from private citizens, public interest groups, and government agencies to 
improve the quality of the environmental decision-making as part of the project.  For this project, the 
State of Maryland DMMP relies on input from a variety of stakeholders including citizens and 
environmental groups, and state and federal agencies.  The Notice of Intent for the proposed 
Masonville DMCF EIS was mailed to over 1,300 individuals or stakeholders.  The stakeholders for this 
project are organized into three committees – the Executive Committee, the Management Committee, 
and the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) – and are supported by several technical working 
groups, including the Bay Enhancement Working Group (BEWG) and the Harbor Team, that are 
tasked with identifying, studying, reviewing, and prioritizing potential dredged material placement 
sites.  Summaries from BEWG meetings, Executive Committee meetings, Management Committee 
meetings, and CAC meetings are included in this Appendix in chronological order and listed in Table 
O-1.  Listed below are members that make up the Executive Committee, the Management Committee, 
the CAC, the BEWG, and the Harbor Team. 
 
Executive Committee: 

• Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
• Maryland Department of Transportation  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District Maryland Port Administration (MPA) - Executive Secretary 

 
Management/BEWG Committee: 

• Aberdeen Proving Ground    Association of Maryland Pilots 
• Chesapeake Bay Commission   Chesapeake Bay Foundation 
• EPA Region III Chesapeake Bay Program  Great Lakes Dredge & Dock Company 
• Maryland Department of the Environment  Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
• Maryland Department of Transportation  Maryland Environmental Service 
• Maryland Port Administration   National Marine Fisheries Service 
• NOAA Chesapeake Bay Office   Office of Congressman Wayne T. Gilchrest 
• Rukert Terminals     State Water Quality Advisory Committee 
• USACE, Baltimore District   USACE, Philadelphia District 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC): 

• Anne Arundel County Government   Baltimore County Government 
• Baltimore County Watermen’s Association  Baltimore Gas and Electric 
• Canal Bank Study Committee   Cecil County Government 
• Dorchester County Government   Essex-Middle River Civic Council 
• Kent County Government    Harford County Government 
• Hart-Miller Island Citizens Oversight Committee Maryland Charter Boat Association 
• Maryland Saltwater Sportfishermen’s Association Maryland Watermen’s Association 
• Queen Anne’s County Government   Upper Bay Charter Boat Captains Association 
• North Point Peninsula Community Coordination Council 

 
The Harbor Team: 

• Anne Arundel County    Baltimore City 
• Baltimore County     Baltimore Harbor Watershed Association 
• Mittal Steel Company    Brooklyn-Curtis Bay Coalition 
• Domino (Sugar Refining Co.)   Dundalk Area Citizen 
• Dundalk Renaissance Corp.   Greater Dundalk Alliance 
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• Greater Dundalk Community Council  Living Classrooms Foundation 
• Marley Neck Citizens    Maryland Pilots Association 
• National Aquarium in Baltimore   North County Land Trust Cox Creek Citizens’ Committee 
• North Point Peninsula Community Council  Patapsco Back Rivers Tributary Team 
• Private Sector Port Coalition   Turner Station Community Association 
• W. R. Grace & Co. 

 
Other public involvement meeting dates and locations are listed in Table O-2; the meeting summaries 
are also included in this Appendix.  At the public scoping meeting, a question and answer session was 
conducted and comment cards were distributed to encourage attendees to express their opinions, make 
comments, or ask questions about the project in writing.  Documents including public notices, public 
announcements, meeting summaries, meeting minutes, attendance sheets, and public comments are 
included in this Appendix in chronological order and listed in Table O-2.  The public scoping meetings 
were advertised in the following local newspapers: The Baltimore Sun (Baltimore), Baltimore Guide 
(Baltimore), The Capital (Annapolis), and the Maryland Watermen's Gazette (State of Maryland) on 
June 8th; and in the Dundalk Eagle (Baltimore) on June 9th.  Finally, Table O-3 presents a detailed 
table of all comments received from the public on the Draft EIS that are included in this Appendix.   
 

Table P-1.  Meeting Summaries from the Bay Enhancement Working Group, Executive 
Committee, Management Committee, and Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meetings. 

 
Name of Meeting Date Location Of Meeting 

BEWG Meeting 23 July 2003  MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 5 August 2003 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 9 September 2003 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 7 October 2003 USACE-Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 6 January 2004 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 6 April 2004 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 4 May 2004 MPA- Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 8 June 2004 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 7 September 2004 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 9 November 2004 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 4 January 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 8 February 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 8 March 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 5 April 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 7 June 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
BEWG Meeting 2 August 2005 MPA - Baltimore 
Executive Committee Meeting 15 December 2003 MDOT - Hanover 
Executive Committee Meeting 21 September 2004 MDOT - Hanover 
Executive Committee Meeting 16 December 2004 MDOT - Hanover 
Executive Committee Meeting 22 September 2005 MDOT - Hanover 
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Executive Committee Meeting 8 December 2005 MDOT - Hanover 

Management Committee Meeting 29 September 2003 Association of MD 
Pilots - Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 5 November 2003 Association of MD 
Pilots - Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 2 December 2004 MPA - Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 16 February 2005 World Trade Center - 
Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 18 May 2005 World Trade Center - 
Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 9 September 2005 World Trade Center – 
Baltimore 

Management Committee Meeting 22 November 2005 MDE – Baltimore 
CAC Meeting 19 August 2003 MPA - Baltimore 
CAC Meeting 8 October 2003 MPA  
CAC Meeting 10 December 2003 MPA  
CAC Meeting 11 February 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 14 April 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 9 June 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 11 August 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 2 December 2004 MPA  
CAC Meeting 12 January 2005 MPA  
CAC Meeting 9 March 2005 MPA  
CAC Meeting 11 May 2005 MPA  
CAC Meeting 13 July 2005 MPA  
CAC Meeting 22 November 2005  MDE – Baltimore 
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Table P-2.  Harbor Team and Masonville Public Involvement Meeting Dates and Brief 
Descriptions 

 
Name of Meeting Meeting Date Brief Description of Meeting 

Harbor Meeting 3 March 2003 Organizational meeting - name, committees, 
assignments, deadlines. 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

26 March 2003 Content vs. Process - set timeline of meetings 

Turner Station 
Workshop 

26 July 2003 Discussion about future for dredged material 

DRC Q&A 26 July 2003 Harbor Options team updates and answers about 
placement and benefits of dredge materials  

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

17 April 2003 Updates, and Q&A by audience 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

8 May 2003 Presentations on sediments, impacts of Hart-Miller 
Island projects, BEWG update, 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

29 May 2003 After presentations and question and answer period, 
Harbor Team requested that the following sites be 
evaluated by BEWG for possible DMCFs: 
Masonville; Sparrows Point; Thoms Cove; and, 
Deadship Anchorage.  

Harbor Team Harbor 
Tour 

14 June 2003 Harbor Team toured Baltimore Harbor by boat to 
become familiar with potential DMCF sites being 
evaluated by BEWG 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

19 June 2003 Added BP Fairfield and Sollers Point (using clean 
dredged material) to list of options for BEWG's 
evaluation, questions and answers on upland options 
including agricultural application, mines and quarry 
fill material and manufacturing bricks. 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

10 July 2003 The Team heard preliminary technical information 
from BEWG and received socio-economic data 
from the University of Maryland, Center for 
Environmental Studies to assist in decision-making.  

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

31 July 2003 More discussions between technical reps and 
Harbor Team to ensure that background information 
used by BEWG for evaluating sites was consistent 
with community's knowledge of its areas. 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

21 August 2003 The Team heard the details of the BEWG's ranking 
system and received projected capacity data on the 
harbor placement options  

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

11 September 
2003 

BEWG presented results of its evaluation of the 
forwarded options and Team made 
recommendations based on internal jurisdictional 
meetings. 
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Harbor Team 
Meeting 

2 October 2003 Team reviewed and commented on its draft report 
containing its recommendations 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

23 October 2003 Team unanimously approved a set of 
recommendations on harbor dredged material 
management. 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

20 January 2005 Discussed status of recommendations and process 
for placement and community enhancement projects 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

14 April 2005 Harbor Team members presented their latest designs 
for community enhancement projects for inclusion 
in the draft EIS 

Harbor Team 
Meeting 

20 October 2005 Discussions on EIS process, Masonville DMCF and 
Cove, the hydrodynamic study of Middle Branch, 
and current status of community enhancements 

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

21 April 2004 Interested members of Baltimore County local 
government and citizen groups and MPA 
representatives met to discuss details of community 
enhancements  

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

26 May 2004 Meeting to discuss details of potential Sparrows 
Point DMCF and community enhancements 

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

9 September 2004 Meeting to discuss details of potential Sparrows 
Point DMCF and community enhancements 

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

23 February 2005 Meeting to discuss details of potential Sparrows 
Point DMCF and community enhancements 

Baltimore County 
Harbor Team 
Meeting 

18 October 2005 Discussion on Sparrows Point DMCF and North 
Point Community Enhancements 

Site Visit at BGE 
Riverside  

18 October 2005 Discussion with community, local government, 
MPA and BGE reps on potential mitigation project 
at BGE's Riverside Plant. 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition and 
Baltimore City Dept 
of Planning 

May 2004 Meeting with BCBC and Baltimore City Planning 
Dept to discuss expanded footprint of Masonville 
Placement facility 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

18 August 2004 Meeting with BCBC to familiarize Coalition 
membership with DMCF proposal and get more 
details on enhancement for Cove 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

20 September 
2004 

Meeting with more members of BCBC to 
familiarize membership with DMCF and Cove 
projects 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

28 October 2004 Follow up meeting with BCBC to discuss DMCF 
and Cove with members 
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Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

24 June 2005 Meeting at Living Classrooms Foundation with 
BCBC leadership to discuss Environmental 
Education Center design 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition 

26 June 2005 Meeting with BCBC leadership to discuss 
enhancements with MPA engineers and consultants 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay 
Coalition Meeting 

20 December 
2005 

Discussed enhancements associated with the 
mitigation package and strategies for 
implementation  

Baltimore City 
Department of 
Planning 

28 January 2005 Meeting with City Planning staff at BCBC to 
discuss integration of MPA projects with City land 
use plans 

Baltimore City 
Department of 
Planning 

6 April 2005 Meeting to update City Planning Dept on MPA 
projects 

Baltimore City 
Department of 
Planning 

27 April 2005 Meeting to provide further updates for City projects 

Patapsco River 
Keeper 

15 June 2005 Meeting to discuss details of potential Masonville 
DMCF and community enhancements 

Patapsco River 
Keeper 

7 July 2005 Follow up meeting with Riverkeeper to provide 
additional details and materials on Masonville 
projects 

Baltimore City 
Department of 
Planning 

8 July 2005 Meeting to discuss potential mitigation projects 
from City for Masonville DMCF 

Community of Curtis 
Bay Association 

11 August 2005 Presentation at general membership meeting on 
MPA projects with focus on Masonville, including 
question and answer period. 

Concerned Citizens 
for a Better Brooklyn 

31 August 2005 Presentation at general membership meeting on 
MPA projects with focus on Masonville, including 
question and answer period. 

Maryland 
Department of the 
Environment 

23 August 2005 Meeting to discuss mitigation projects 

Chesapeake Bay 
Foundation 

7 July 2005 Background and update on status of MPA projects  

North Point 
Peninsula 
Coordinating 
Counsel 

6 October 2005 Background presentation on MPA projects to 
general membership 

Chesapeake Bay 
Foundation 

15 April 2005 Background and update on status of MPA projects  

Patapsco River 
Keeper 

3 November 2005 Discussed issues related to the Masonville project 
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Masonville 
Environmental 
Programs Meeting 

9 January 2006 MPA, BCBC, Chesapeake Center for Youth 
Development, Aquarium, Living Classrooms 
Foundation, and others to discuss environmental ed 
programs, building and related mitigation issues. 

Maryland 
Environmental 
Programs Meeting 

20 March 2006 Meeting with BCBC, Aquarium, and Living 
Classrooms Foundation to discuss enviro ed 
programs and building 

Maryland 
Environmental Trust 
Meeting 

26 January 2006 Meeting with BCBC and MET to discuss 
conservation easement requirements 

Baltimore Harbor 
Watershed 
Association 

16 February 2006 Presentation to BHWA on Masonville and 
mitigation package and discussion  
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Table P-3.  Description of Appendix O Contents  
 

Description of 
Material Type of Material  Location of 

Meeting/Distribution Date(s) of Material

Notice of Intent 
Intent to Prepare a Draft 
Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) 

Federal Register, Volume 70, 
No. 101 – mailed to over 1,300 
indivuals or stakeholders 

26 May 2005  

BEWG, Executive Committee, Management Committee, and CAC Meeting Summaries (2003-2005) 
BEWG meeting 
summaries Meeting summary MPA, USACE – Baltimore July 2003 – August 

2005 
Executive Committee 
meeting summaries Meeting summary MDOT – Baltimore December 2003 – 

December 2004 
Management 
Committee meeting 
summaries 

Meeting summary 
Association of MD Pilots, 
MPA, World Trade Center – 
Baltimore  

September 2003 – 
September 2005 

CAC meeting 
summaries Meeting summary MPA, MDE – Baltimore August 2003 – 

November 2005 
 Public Meeting Materials (June 2005) 

Meeting Handout Turner Station Q&A 
Workshop Turner Station 26 July 2003 

Meeting Presentation Turner Station Workshop Turner Station 26 July 2003 

Public notice for public 
scoping meeting Newspaper advertisement

Baltimore Sun, Baltimore 
Guide, The Capital, Maryland 
Waterman’s Gazette, and the 
Dundalk Eagle 

8 and 9 June 2005 

Masonville public 
scoping meeting 
advertisement 

Handout Baum Auditorium, Harbor 
Hospital June 2005 

Registration, sign-in 
sheets Public scoping meeting Baum Auditorium, Harbor 

Hospital 15 June 2005 

Meeting Transcript Public scoping meeting Baum Auditorium, Harbor 
Hospital 15 June 2005 

Public Meeting Summaries and Harbor Team Meeting Summaries (2003-2005) 

Meeting Summary Baltimore County Harbor 
Team Dundalk Community College 21 April 2004 

Meeting Summary Baltimore County Harbor 
Team Dundalk Community College 26 May 2004 

Meeting Summary Baltimore County Harbor 
Team Dundalk Community College 23 February 2005 

Meeting summary Brooklyn and Curtis Bay 
Community Meeting  Brooklyn Church of God 14 August 2004 

Handout 
Brooklyn and Curtis Bay 
Community Meeting 
Handout 

Brooklyn Curtis Bay Coalition August 2004 
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Meeting summary Brooklyn and Curtis Bay 
Community Meeting  

Brooklyn United Methodist 
Church 28 October 2004 

Meeting summary Cox Creek Citizens 
Oversight Committee 

Maryland Environmental 
Service Office Trailor 16 February 2005 

Meeting notes Harbor Options Team  3 March 2003 
Overview of Harbor 
Team Harbor Options Team N/A March 2003 

Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 26 March 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Team Meeting Living Classrooms Foundation 17 April 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Team Meeting Living Classrooms Foundation 8 May 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 29 May 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 31 July 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 21 August 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 11 September 2003
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 2 October 2003 
Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 20 January 2005 

Meeting minutes Harbor Sites Study Joint 
Evaluation Meeting  26 January 2005 

Draft Meeting notes Harbor Options Team Living Classrooms Foundation 14 July 2005  
Public Comments and Responses from Scoping Meeting (June 2005) 

Public comments and 
responses 

Emails and letters as 
detailed in Table O-4 
below 

N/A June through July 
2005 
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Table P-4.  Public Responses to Draft EIS and USACE Responses Included in  
Appendix O. 

Type of 
Coordination 

Purpose of 
Correspondence 

Association and/or 
Contact Person 

Date of 
Correspondence

Comment card 
response 

Comments about project • Private business – 
Gilbert Gordon Nelka 

July 2005 

Comment card 
response 

Comments on the project • Private citizen – 
Rebecca Kolberg 

July 2005 

Letter response Statement for the record 
for support of project 

• Association of 
Maryland Pilots – 
Captain Eric A. 
Nielson 

23 June 2005 

USACE letter 
response 

Reciept acknowledgement 
of comment card 

• Private citizen – 
Rebecca Kolberg 

7 July 2005 

USACE letter 
response 

Reciept acknowledgement 
of comment card 

• Private business – 
Gilbert Gordon Nelka 

7 July 2005 

USACE letter 
response 

Reciept acknowledgement 
of letter 

• Association of 
Maryland Pilots – 
Captain Eric A. 
Nielson 

7 July 2005 

Letter response Comments on the project • City of Baltimore – 
Otis Rolley, III 

15 July 2005 

Letter response Comments on the project • Patapsco Riverkeeper  No date 
Email response Comments on the project • Maryland 

Conservation Council 
– Mary P. Marsh 

15 July 2005 
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

 Meeting Summary 
August 5, 2003 

1:00 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
 Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, Md 

 
ATTENDEES     
 
Anne Arundel County:  Sepehr Baharlou 
Baltimore City Planning Department: Duncan Stuart 
EA Engineering, Science and Technology, Inc. (EA):  Jane Boraczek 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates: Ed DeAngelo 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  Joe Beaman, Charles Poukish 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES): Elizabeth Habic, Amanda Ohler, Stephanie 
Maihan, Vince Gardina, Cecelia Donovan 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS): Bill Panageotou, Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Stephen Storms, Nat Brown 
Maryland Saltwater Sport fisherman’s Association (MSSA): Richard Novotny 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation (NMFS): John Nichols 
The Harbor Team/Oxford Group:  Lester Ettlinger 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Studies (UMCES): Elizabeth 
Price, Lisa Wainger 
USACE-CENAB: Jeff McKee, Michelle Gomez, Scott Johnson 
USACE-CENAP:  Chip DePrefontaine 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS): Bob Pennington 
 
Action Items 
 

• Caveats will be drafted by any agency with a dissenting opinion on a parameter 
and submitted to Jane Boraczek (see below). 

 
• MES will update the caveats, send them out and post them on the ftp site. 
 
• Ms. Boraczek will revise the definitions for the Floodplain, Substrate/Soil 

Characteristics, and Public Safety & Health parameters for BEWG review. 
 

• Mr. Stuart will inquire about additional floodplain information from Baltimore 
City. 

 
• Mr. Nichols will submit a caveat for the Recreational Fishing parameter in 

relation to wetland development options. 
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• BEWG should review the Innovative Use information sheets in preparation for 
the August 19th scoring meeting and send any comments to Vince Gardina or Jane 
Boraczek. 

 
• Mr. Gardina will contact the charter boat captains whose contact information was 

supplied by Richard Novotny to find additional information concerning 
recreational fishing in the Inner Harbor. 

 
 
1.0 Welcome and Global Information    Vince Gardina 

1.1 Meeting Goals 
To re-evaluate scores in question, and review the scores for public health 
and public safety on the Harbor Options Matrix.  To review the list of 
caveats.  To review new information provided by UMCES on floodplains.   
 

1.2 Review & Finalize summary & actions items from July 23rd  
Action items from the July 23rd meeting have been completed.  UMCES 
has gathered and will present information on the floodplain parameter 
today.  The meeting summary was accepted as final. 
 

 
2.0 Harbor Options Information    Elizabeth Price 

UMCES Updated Resource Information    
Ms. Price presented floodplain information for the harbor options.  The 
floodplain parameter is discussed in section 3.1.   
 
Ms. Price reviewed natural resource information presented in the last 
meeting.  A discussion began concerning the options effects on 
recreational fisheries. 
 
Mr. Novotny questioned where UMCES obtained their data on 
recreational fishing in the harbor.  Ms. Wainger explained that the data 
was collected from MDNR and noted their data does not include shoreline 
fishing.  In general it was agreed that more recreational fishing occurs than 
is shown in the presentation. 
 
Mr. Novotny stated he had no knowledge of any “head boats” going into 
the harbor and suggested using the term “charter boat”, which refers to 
boats with a capacity for 6-30 people.  He has a list of charter boat 
captains that fish in the area of the harbor options, which he will give to 
MES so the captains can be contacted for more information on 
recreational fishing activities and use of harbor locations. 
 
Ms. Boraczek asked if there is any area in the harbor that is more 
frequently fished than others. 
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Mr. Novotny stated there is more recreational fishing including fly fishing 
occurring outside the Key Bridge than inside.  The north shore and both 
sides of the shipping channels almost up to Fort McHenry are frequently 
fished areas inside the Key Bridge.  It was also noted that any area with 
bright lights attracts fish and in turn fishermen in the evening and at night. 
 
Ms. Price continued by updating the ground water information.  They 
stated ground water is not an issue with any of the options because there 
are no known drinking water wells near any of the sites.  There is a 
possibility of a few hand-dug wells, but there is no way to survey them 
and all of the areas receive water from the municipalities.   
 
Ms. Price mentioned a perspective brought up by the Harbor Team at their 
July 31st meeting. The Harbor Team suggested that those participating 
water related activities (fishing and boating) would be most negatively 
impacted by noise and aesthetics of these projects.  
 
In general, there had been a feeling that the estimated number of residents 
in the viewshed of the proposed options are too high.  Ms. Price stated that 
the only way to get a more accurate estimate on this parameter is to 
conduct a ground analysis to include trees and buildings in the study.  
They used Digital Ortho Quarter Quad (DOQQ) images and counted the 
number of residences within the buffered zone.  Until a ground analysis 
can be completed, it was suggested that the current more conservative 
analysis be used to compare each option. 

 
Ms. Boraczek said during the reconnaissance studies of Deadship, Thoms 
Cove, & Sollers Point the viewshed was evaluate from the water by boat 
the industrial area blocks the view of the residences.  She also stated that 
similar evaluations are being conducted at Masonville and Sparrows Point. 
 

 
3.0   Harbor Matrix & Materials   Vince Gardina/Jane Boraczek 

3.1 Review of parameters and Harbor Options DRAFT scores 
Parameters that were discussed or received a score change are outlined 
below: 
Recreational Fishery 
Dead Ship Anchorage and Masonville changed from 0 to 0, until more 
fishermen are contacted.  Sparrows Point 1 and Sparrows Point 2 changed 
from 0 to –1.  Sollers Point East (Wetland Creation) changed from 0 to –1 
with a caveat (see section 3.3).  Sollers Point West changed from 0 to –1.  
Thoms Cove and Fairfield-Amoco changed from 0 to –1.  Masonville-
Shoreline Enhancement changed from 0 to 0.  Sparrows Point Wetland 
Development changed from 0 to –1 with the same caveat as Sollers Point 
East. 
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Substrate/Soil Characteristics 
There was a review and discussion on the definition of this parameter.  It 
was decided that protection of the existing bottom is the key issue and that 
a sandy bottom was a limited resource and should be considered a –1 if the 
project were to cover it with dredged material. 
 
Dead Ship Anchorage changed from 0 to 0.  Masonville changed from 0 to 
0.  Sparrows Point 1 & 2 changed from 0 to 0.  Sollers Point East 
(Wetlands Creation) changed from 1 to –1.  Sollers Point West (Key 
Quay) changed from 0 to 0.  Thoms Cove changed from 0 to –1.  
Fairfield-Amoco changed from 0 to 0.  Masonville- Shoreline 
Enhancement and Sparrows Point-Jones Creek Shoreline Enhancement 
changed from 0 to 1.  Sparrows Point – Bear Creek Enhancement changed 
from 0 to 0. 
 
Toxic Contaminants 
At the last meeting the parameter definition was not clear.  MDE 
suggested a general caveat to state that BEWG recognizes the potential for 
short-term release of contaminants.  This caveat was originally just for 
Bear Creek. 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated the original issue with scoring this parameter was that 
options with potential CERCLA accountability are a liability to the 
sponsor. MDE agrees with this but mitigation of HTRW would have 
positive impacts relative to redevelopment site and consistent with the 
brown fields initiative.  Ms. Boraczek will revise this caveat. 
 
Floodplains 
UMCES slide of the 100-year floodplain area was reviewed.  Every option 
is adjacent to or inside a floodplain. 
 
Ms. Donovan and Mr. Halka commented that none of the options are on a 
large enough scale compared with the total bay volume to make a 
significant impact on the floodplain or water elevation. 
 
Mr. Baharlou suggested that the question in mind when scoring this 
parameter is: Could the project cause or prevent flooding upstream? 
 
Ms. Wainger stated that tidal wetlands do not offer flood control.  The 
consensus was that this parameter depends on what is being done at each 
individual option site.  The surrounding land use and topography needs to 
be taken into consideration to score accurately. 
 
Ms. Boraczek will revise the floodplain definition for BEWG to review. 
 
Every option was scored as a 0 until more information is reviewed. 
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Public Safety 
The safety of the recreational boaters in the harbor was the main focus of 
discussion.   
 
Mr. Ettlinger stated fishermen are at risk when material placement pushes 
them closer to the main shipping channel.  Mr. Ettlinger also noted that 
increased truck traffic also poses a public safety risk, this is more 
applicable to the innovative use options or option that requires material to 
be moved on land.  Leaving less room between the shoreline and the main 
shipping channel and/or increased truck traffic to move dredged material 
were determined to be a negative impact on Public Safety. 
 
Mr. Beaman stated that walking across riprap is more dangerous than 
walking on a pier, and BEWG should take things like that into 
consideration when scoring the Public Safety parameter.  It was decided 
that clean up or addition of safe walkways would be considered a positive 
affect. 
 
Sparrows Point 1 & 2 changed from 0 to –1.  Thoms Cove changed form 0 
to –1.  Fairfield-Amoco changed from 0 to –1.  Sparrows Point- Wetland 
Development changed from 1 to 0.   
 

3.2 Review of Weights for Public Health and Safety 
Mr. Gardina asked if the weights of the Public Health and Public Safety 
parameters were suitable as they are, or if a change is needed. 
 
Mr. Ettlinger stated that public health and safety has become a “catch all” 
and the weight should be kept the same because it incorporates so many 
parameters that are not individually scored on this matrix, it is an 
important parameter. 
 
There was a vote and it was unanimously decided the weight for Public 
Safety and Public Health would remain 5. 
 

3.3 Review of previous Harbor caveats  
The harbor caveats that were handed out were not the latest version.  The 
revised version is on the ftp site and will be sent out to BEWG members 
by MES.  New caveats will be added as they present themselves in the 
scoring process. 
 
A caveat was suggested for the recreational fishery parameter at Sparrows 
Point- Wetland Development and Sollers Point East (Wetlands Creation) 
options.  The caveat, proposed by Mr. Nichols and Mr. Pennington, will 
state that there may be an enhancement to the recreational fishery at these 
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options because the wetlands provide nursery habitat for fish and therefore 
has the potential to increase the number of fish for recreational fishing.  
 
 

4.0 Information Sheets    Vince Gardina/Jane Boraczek 
4.1 Innovative Use Information Sheets 

Mr. Gardina stated that a criterion for the innovative use options is that 
there will need to be a process facility.  At this facility the dredge material 
will be dewatered and decontaminated before it moves to the next phase 
(becoming bricks, used to reclaim mines, etc…). 
 
BEWG members were asked to read and review the innovative use fact 
sheets to be prepared to score these options at the August 19th meeting. 
 

4.2 Review of draft scores in preparation for August 19th 
The draft scores were not officially reviewed at the meeting. 
 
Ms. Boraczek stated that Innovative use at Cox Creek, Agricultural Use, 
and Mines & Quarries Reclamation were scored last year, so she used 
those numbers for the current matrix.  She scored Use in Aggregates and 
Bricks similarly to Cox Creek.  Landfill Usage was scored by Ms. 
Boraczek using a blend of Cox Creek and Mines & Quarries philosophy.  
She also stated that most of the matrix parameters are not applicable to 
these innovative use options. 
 
Mr. Baharlou asked why existing land use isn’t shaded.  This brought up 
the question: if we don’t know what site will be used for innovative use, 
how can we score accurately?  Ms. Boraczek responded that each 
innovative use option already has an implied existing land use that can be 
used to preliminarily score each use.  For example, Landfill usage would 
mean that the existing land use is a landfill and so placing dredged 
material in a landfill generally would not be detrimental to the existing 
land use. 
 
Comments on the Innovative Use information sheets should be sent to Mr. 
Gardina or Ms. Boraczek.   

 
5.0 Other updates and next meeting    Vince Gardina 
 
 The next BEWG meeting is August 19th 10 AM, MES Conference room. 
 The following BEWG meeting is September 9th at 1 PM MPA Conference Room. 
 
s:\hardev\bewg\bewg mtg summary 080503 final.doc 
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
Bay Enhancement Working Group 

Final Meeting Summary 
February 8, 2005 

1:00 PM-3:30 PM, Maryland Port Administration Conference Room A 
Maryland Port Administration, 2310 Broening Highway, Baltimore, MD 

 
ATTENDEES 
Citzens’ Advisory Committee (CAC):  Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA):  Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix:  Bob Hoyt 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA):  Jim Runion  
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  Charles Poukish, Matthew Rowe 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Dave Brinker, Roland Limpert 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  Gwen Gibson, Elizabeth Habic, Jim Jett, Stephanie 
Maihan 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Bill Panageotou  
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Ronald Burns, Dave Bibo, Nathaniel Brown, Steve 
Storms, John Vasina                        
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS):  John Nichols 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES):  Elizabeth Price, Lisa 
Wainger 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Baltimore District (USACE-CENAB):  Jeff McKee, Scott 
Johnson  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – Philadelphia District (USACE-CENAP):  Chip 
DePrefontaine  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA):  Bill Muir 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  William Giese, John Gill, Dixie Birch 
 
Action Items 

• All interested agencies are to send final comments on the Hopper Dredge Issues Chart to 
MES by Friday, February 11th. 

• Comments on the Poplar Expansion alignments should be submitted to Ms. Gibson by 
Friday, February 18. 

• John Nichols will provide supporting material for his alternative Poplar Island Expansion 
alignment to Gwen Gibson by Friday, February 18th. 

 
1.0 Welcome and Global Information Gwen Gibson, MES 
 
1.1 Meeting Goals 
Ms. Gibson welcomed everyone and informed the group that the goal of today’s meeting would 
be to review a presentation by Dixie Birch of Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge (BNWR), 
receive updates on the Federal and State DMMP, receive updates on the Mid-Bay and Poplar 
Island Expansion Project Development, and to finalize a recommendation on the potential use of 
a hopper dredge at Site 92.   
 



2 

1.2 Review Action Items from last Meeting 
Ms. Gibson informed the group that as a follow up on the hopper dredge use at Site 92 
presentation from February, the BEWG members were to send issues, questions, and comments 
to MES.  These comments were received and incorporated into a chart, which was handed out at 
the meeting.  There was also a January action item for Mr. Nichols to provide NMFS’ opinion 
regarding potential hopper dredge impacts to shortnose sturgeon; he provided the information, 
which was also incorporated into the chart.  
 
2.0 Wetland Restoration and Marsh Habitat at the Chesapeake Dixie Birch, USFWS  
 Marshlands Wildlife Refuge Complex 
 
Ms. Birch introduced herself and provided the group with some geographic and historic 
background of Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge (BNWR).  The Refuge hosts 350 avian 
species including bald eagles as well as endangered species such as the Delmarva fox squirrel.  
Ms. Birch informed the group that the wetlands complex is presently in a state of decline.  Since 
the 1930’s it has been estimated that the refuge area has lost 8,000 acres (12 miles2) of 
marshland.  Ms. Birch stated that presently the area is losing 150-400 acres of marsh annually 
due to sea level rise, erosion, subsidence, saltwater intrusion, and invasive non-native species.  
The USFWS has made advances to stem further losses by reducing saltwater intrusion from 
Parson’s Creek, expelling nutria from the marshlands, and reducing the number of resident 
Canada geese.  Ms. Birch informed the group that Parson’s Creek was originally dug in 1809 to 
transport logs from inland areas to the bay.  The USFWS has plans to partner with the State of 
Maryland and other non-profits, such as Ducks Unlimited to construct a weir on Stewart’s Canal, 
which would reduce the amount of saltwater from entering the BNWR basin.  Ms. Birch also 
noted that trapping efforts have effectively extirpated nutria and that the refuge has managed to 
control a population of 500 resident Canada geese. 
 
In an effort to mitigate lost wetlands, the USFWS, Friends of Blackwater partnered with the 
Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, and the National Aquarium and conducted an 
experimental restoration project using a thin-layering technique.  The test project focused on 
restoring 15 acres of wetlands at three separate sites.  Cells to contain sediment during deposition 
were constructed on the sites using hay bales.  During onsite channel excavation, solids dredged 
from a nearby channel were sprayed across the restoration site in a slurry of 10% solids and 90% 
water.  Ms. Birch noted that in addition to thin-layering of sediment, many areas required 1-2 ft. 
of fill to reach the proper elevation.  A total of 70,000 marsh grass units were planted on the 
restored 15 acres using three species of marsh grass.  In addition to contracted personnel, Ms. 
Birch reported that the planting operations involved community volunteers.  Photo stations 
located at the restoration sites monitored successful plant growth seasonally.  Ms. Birch 
informed the group that no fertilization was required and that the plant survival rates were 
between 80% and 90%.   
 
Ms. Birch stated that the BNWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) calls for restoring 
wetlands to the historic1933 conditions by 2015.  Ms. Birch outlined the existing capacity of the 
areas in the BNWR complex available for wetland restoration using dredged material.  The 
capacity of areas requiring +1ft. of fill would be 12,907,000 cy, areas requiring +2 ft. would 
provide approximately 25,813,000 cy, areas requiring +3 ft.would be approximately 38,720,000 
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cy, and areas that requiring  +5 ft. would be approximately 64,533,000 cy.  The total acres of 
restoration could go as high as 80,000 acres with quite a few areas in the -3-5 ft. depth.  With 
Chesapeake Bay dredging projects excavating 3,200,000 cy of material annually, facilitating 
placement at BNWR would provide placement opportunity for Chesapeake Bay dredging 
projects for the next 12 years.  Ms. Birch also provided a map of the region displaying a 
conceptual plan, which would pump dredged material inland via pipeline from an offloading 
point on the shoreline.  The material would first travel to a freshwater treatment site area to flush 
saltwater.  Besides the obvious placement opportunity, Ms. Birch commented that the project 
would provide unique benefits including ecosystem replacement and watershed restoration for 
fish and shellfish habitat and could take advantage of public involvement due to easy access to 
the refuge.   
 
Mr. Muir questioned the salinity of the marsh water.  Mr. Giese responded that it has been 
typically 3-5ppt in the past but has risen to 5-7ppt, and may be as high as 15-17ppt in 
concentrated areas.  Mr. Nichols commented that he liked the idea of pumping dredged material 
inland directly from the scows and asked if the construction of a staging area would be a feasible 
option.  Mr. Giese replied that the conceptual plans have not developed that far yet.  Ms. 
Flanigan asked if the final costs for the wetland restoration project included everything.  Mr. 
Giese remarked that project used onsite-dredged material for the demonstration and the costs 
would have not included transportation costs.  Ms. Birch added that there was considerable 
community involvement from volunteers, which drove costs down.   
 
Mr. Gill added to the discussion stating that Blackwater refuge did a similar 3-acre restoration 20 
years ago and the reestablished area is still intact.  Mr. Giese added that the restored site has been 
subject to wind and wave action and has not shown signs of considerable erosion.  Mr. Nichols 
rationalized that the biggest concern to the Blackwater wetlands is the intrusion of saltwater, that 
erosion is not a principal threat.  Mr. Giese agreed pointing out that the marshland basin is 
collecting saltwater from both directions.  This is a major source of deterioration that has evolved 
over time and if it continues at its present rate Blackwater Refuge could cease to exist in 20 
years.   
 
Mr. Nemerson added that another appealing factor about using the Blackwater Refuge for 
material placement would be its basin topography.  Mr. Hoyt inquired as to the average depth of 
placed material.  Mr. Nemerson estimated the average depth to be 6 inches.  Mr. Giese added 
that some areas required as much as 2 ft. so the average may be closer to 12 inches, but that an 
accurate bathymetry survey had not been performed.  Mr. Hoyt also asked if the average cost per 
acre could really cost $300,000.  Mr. Johnson advised that the cost estimates would not prove 
accurate in full-scale material placement operations and therefore should not be used in the 
presentation.  Mr. McKee added that the demonstration costs did not include hauling the material 
48 miles down the Bay.   
 
Mr. Nemerson informed the group that shipping channel sediment has successfully supported 
marsh grass growth in past experiments and should prove usable at Blackwater Refuge but may 
need some fertilizer.  Mr. King stated that the added freshwater intake (site B) would mix 
sediment and rid it of saltwater.  Mr. McKee expressed concern over the freshwater source, 
questioning its sustainability for a long-term project.  Mr. Nichols suggested the use of a staging 
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site where material could be dewatered and moved to the placement site.  Mr. McKee stated that 
material might need to be trucked to the site due to the lack of deep water access, but this would 
not be a cost effective option.  Mr. Gill replied that the surface conditions within the site would 
be too soft for trucks.  Mr. McKee stated regardless of the transportation details that this project 
would have tremendous environmental benefits.  Mr. Johnson assessed that the project would not 
be cost competitive with the Poplar Expansion and Mid-Bay Island projects.  Mr. Johnson asked 
Ms. Birch what contributions the USFWS would be bringing to this project.  Ms. Birch 
responded that the agency would not be able to contribute a substantial amount of funding, but 
could provide watercraft and logistical support from its infrastructure as well as the ability to 
draw other agencies into the project.  Mr. Johnson said that the Corps typically does not partner 
with other federal agencies on their own property.  In the rare occasions that this has occurred the 
partnering agency usually had to come up with half of the funding.  Mr. Gill replied that 15 acres 
were already successfully completed and that the USFWS planned to restore hundreds of more 
acres of marshland.  Mr. Johnson maintained that these circumstances have occurred before, 
citing an example of beach replenishment on Assateague Island National Seashore, the Corps 
had difficulty with the federal partner fulfilling the funding requirements for a 50/50 cost sharing 
agreement.  Mr. Gill asked if money could be spent on fund raising for the project.  Mr. Nichols 
commented that other Federal agencies would be interested in becoming involved in the project.  
Mr. Johnson remarked that the Corps would still require a non-federal sponsor to receive funding 
for the project.  The proposal will be included in the DMMP but it will be a costly alternative to 
current projects and therefore become a difficult sell in the political arena.  Mr. Nichols asked 
how long the project would take to develop, noting that the wetland complex is presently 
deteriorating.  Mr. Johnson replied that the project would initially require funding for a 
reconnaissance study, and then a feasibility study would be performed.  The recommendation in 
the DMMP is the first step.   
 
Mr. Muir asked how much more a BNWR wetlands restoration project would cost than the island 
restoration projects.  Mr. Johnson estimated the wetland project would cost between two and 
three times more than the island restoration projects.  Mr. King concurred that twice the cost is a 
reasonable estimate.  Mr. Frederick agreed with the cost estimate and commented that the 
transportation distance is the main problem for the project budget.  Mr. Johnson stated that any 
conceptual planning must be focused on large-scale projects, instead of restoring small acreages.  
Ms. Birch agreed stating she would like to see the full 80,000 acres of wetlands restored.  Mr. 
Johnson reiterated that the project must be on a macro scale to be sold to other agencies.  The 
environmental benefits of the marsh restoration would be four times that of any other dredged 
material/habitat rehabilitation project currently underway but there are cheaper options to 
dredged material placement and agencies are concerned about money.    
 
Ms. Borazek asked if any studies had been performed to assess how large a containment cell 
could be safely constructed using hay bales.  Mr. Johnson envisioned developing multiple cells 
simultaneously, much like PIERP, and would be managed year round by an onsite team.  Mr. 
Rowe asked if it would improve efficiency to take the material to James Island to act as a staging 
area.  Mr. McKee commented that if the material were to be pumped from James Island the costs 
would skyrocket due to the need for additional booster pumps.  Mr. Johnson also mentioned that 
real estate issues would likely erupt over the installation of a pipeline.  Mr. Rowe suggested that 
the material be dried on James Island and shipped across to the Blackwater Refuge, thus 
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eliminating the need for a pipeline.  Mr. Johnson supposed that these options would be part of 
the feasibility study.  Mr. Rowe inquired that if a staging area were to be considered, should it be 
included in the Mid-Chesapeake Bay Island EIS being drafted now.  Ms. Borazek agreed, 
questioning that if this project is not somehow written into the James Island report now, a staging 
area at James Island may not be a feasible option later.  Mr. Bibo stated if the idea is to haul the 
material from the island to the mainland then the group must realize that this will raise costs 
dramatically.  Mr. Bibo cited the example in which it costs $10 per cy to relocate sand within 
Poplar Island.  Mr. Gill suggested using a floating pipeline down the Choptank River, adding that 
there are plenty of regional waterways in which a line could be led to the placement site.  Mr. 
Nichols added that this would probably become a permanent fixture and, over the course of the 
project, this would surely drive down costs.   
 
Mr. Gill informed the group that one of the main problems has become the hydraulic connection 
between the Blackwater Refuge and the saltwater waterways.  Historically, there existed a marsh 
“plug” but through erosion or through consumption by non-native species it has disappeared and 
as a result the formerly freshwater wetlands have become tidal areas.  Mr. Nichols stated that the 
BNWR really has no other alternative.  He added that restoring the marshlands to the area would 
be of national importance.  Mr. Gill stated that if the Corps needed a study to proceed with the 
project that would be fine but that the USFWS is motivated towards presenting the project to the 
Maryland State Assembly.  Ms. Birch asked how much money this project would cost.  Mr. 
McKee estimated between $5-6 million. Mr. Gill added that the Corps could not share the costs 
with the USFWS anyways.  Mr. Johnson proposed that the involved agencies schedule a working 
level meeting to further discuss the USFWS presentation; Ms. Birch and Mr. Gill agreed.  Mr. 
Storms commented that he was intrigued by the fact that the refuge was a self-contained basin, 
eliminating the need for substantial dike construction.  Mr. Muir remarked that such a project 
would eliminate the need to create uplands, and could not see a downside to the project.   
 
 
3.0 Federal DMMP Update Scott Johnson, USACE 
 
Mr. Johnson updated the group on the Federal DMMP.  The DMMP draft was released Friday, 
February 4, 2005, and will be entered into the Federal Register next Friday, February 11th.  
Commenting period will close on March 28, and two public meetings at the Essex Community 
College and the Queen Anne’s County public library have been scheduled.  A record of decision 
is anticipated by the end of September. 
 
4.0 Mid-Bay Island Project Development Team (PDT) Update Scott Johnson, USACE  
 
Mr. Johnson reported that the Mid-Bay EIS is lagging 2-3 weeks behind the Poplar Island 
Expansion feasibility report.  The draft report is due to the Corps, Baltimore District on March 4, 
and a revised draft report is to be sent to USACE Headquarters by May 22 or 23.  After a 
sufficient commenting period, the project should continue development until July, or early 
August.  Mr. Johnson distributed handouts, which outlined the proposed James and Barren Island 
alignments.  The James Island project would develop a 2,070-acre island.  Mr. Johnson explained 
that a 500-foot buffer was established around the proposed island so the footprint could be 
shifted as necessary.  
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5.0 Poplar Island Expansion Study (PIES) PDT Update Scott Johnson, USACE 
 
Mr. Limpert asked if the expansion alignment that extended around and to the south of Jefferson 
Island was no longer being considered.  Mr. Johnson replied that during public meetings the 
watermen quickly opposed that alignment, stating that the waters east and south of Jefferson 
Island were more valuable to the fishery than the area off the north end of PIERP.   
 
Mr. Johnson introduced Mr. Nichols plan for adding additional open water habitat to the 
alignment, providing a one-to-one trade off with wetland credits.  Handouts illustrating the 
Corps’ recommended Poplar Island Expansion alignment and a conceptual drawing of the NMFS 
suggested alternative alignment were provided to the group.  Mr. Nichols stated that the 
alignment contains reefs and other features for enhancing the open water habitat.  Mr. Nichols 
said that NMFS developed the alternative alignment because it believes the original alignments 
restricted water flow into the wetlands through a single channel.  Mr. Nichols proposed that an 
open water embayment would enhance the marsh system and create a more connected system as 
a whole.  Mr. Nichols reiterated that his agency would give the embayment equivalent credit to 
the wetlands for leaving the open water intact.   
 
Mr. Johnson commented that from the Corps’s perspective the alternative would definitely be 
constructible, would enhance and add interest to the project, and would be cost-effective.  Mr. 
Muir stated the EPA would be interested in this proposal, as it would enhance the fisheries.  Ms. 
Boraczek questioned the capacity implications that this alternative may have.  Mr. Johnson 
responded that the island would lose some capacity as a result of leaving the open water 
embayment intact.  Mr. Johnson continued that regardless of the proposal the draft EIS would 
remain on schedule and the NMFS alternative alignment will be treated as an agency comment to 
the draft.  If BEWG could form a consensus regarding the alternative it would help the proposal 
progress.   
 
Mr. Nichols stated that by putting environmental benefits into the site plan the original 
alignments could be enhanced.  Mr. Nichols also pointed out that his agency had initially wanted 
to minimize the expansion and raise the dikes to maximize capacity.  However, Mr. Nichols 
acknowledged the placement needs after Hart Miller Island closes.  Mr. Johnson commented that 
the island capacity is 80% uplands and 20% wetlands so the proposed embayment would only 
cut total capacity by around 10%.  Mr. Limpert argued that the NMFS was crediting the project 
with creating wetlands but were adding nothing new environmentally beneficial by leaving the 
open water intact.  Mr. Limpert asked at what point do these sorts of actions become a precedent.   
Mr. Nichols expressed that he and his agency were caught in a difficult situation, stating that 
NMFS did not approve of the preferred PIES alignments and felt that he needed to present an 
alternative.   
 
The question arose about the use of the embayment by local fishermen.  Mr. McKee suggested 
that the entrance be silled to prevent boats from entering.  Mr. Johnson responded that 
constructing sills might prevent wildlife access to what Mr. Nichols views as an enhanced fish 
habitat.  Mr. Nichols stated he had originally planned for 200 ft. openings to the embayment.  He 
commented that he did not foresee crab potting to be major problem, but had not thought about 
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it.  Mr. Johnson stated he was expecting Mr. Nichols to send a formal submittal illustrating the 
benefits and ICUs (Island Community Units) of his alternative.  Ms. Boraczek agreed that this 
proposal needed to be assessed like the other alternatives and have the ICUs documented.  Mr. 
Nichols expressed that he realized the constraints of the design and that the position of upland 
areas could not be altered.  Mr. Johnson stated that Mr. Nichols knows he has to provide the 
NMFS proposal in writing if the group is going to consider this alternative.  Dr. Storms added 
that when Mr. Nichols produces the supporting material to his proposal it will need to be 
distributed to BEWG members, so it can be discussed at the March BEWG meeting.  Mr. 
Johnson noted that the group should reach a resolution on the subject by the middle of April.  
Ms. Gibson asked if the supporting material could be compiled before the next meeting.  Mr. 
Nichols replied that he would try to get the details together before the meeting.   
 
Mr. Poukish asked the group why the dikes could not be raised at Poplar Island.  Mr. Johnson 
replied that the local community has expressed considerable opposition to any vertical 
expansion.  Many residents feel it is already getting too high and have mentioned that the historic 
island was not as high as the island is now.  Furthermore, raising the dikes would have no 
environmental benefit, and that because of this the Corps. would not pay for it.  Ms. Boraczek 
asked that Mr. Nichols make clear reference to ICUs in his supporting material.  Ms. Gibson 
requested the group to please submit all comments about the alignments by Friday, February 18. 
                       
6.0 State DMMP Update Steve Storms, MPA 
 
Dr. Storms updated the group on the state DMMP.  Dr. Storms reported that the Harbor Team 
reconvened on January 20 and continued to make progress on the community enhancement 
projects.  The MPA and the Harbor joint venture plan to produce internal drafts for 
reconnaissance at BP Fairfield and feasibility studies at Masonville and Sparrows Point.  Dr. 
Storms reported that the joint permit applications for dredge and fill activities for the Masonville 
Project are being prepared.  Dr. Storms also stressed the importance of the community 
enhancements to mitigation credits.  Due to the increased progress being made on the Harbor 
placement sites BEWG may need to expand to incorporate others that will begin to hold interest 
in the project such as personnel from MDE Permitting.  Mr. McKee asked if Phragmites control 
in areas elsewhere in the Patapsco watershed could be converted to an environmental 
enhancement for mitigation credit.  Mr. Nichols suggested that stream stabilization of continuing 
sources of sediment to the area could be a possible enhancement.  Any tributaries to the cove 
could be considered for possible credit.  Mr. Nichols also mentioned that the Swan Creek 
mitigation project at Cox Creek should be a source of ideas for Masonville, indicating such 
enhancements as Phragmites removal, placing tree snags, and creation of rock reefs.  Mr. 
Nichols commented that coves are highly valuable fish habitat and that any efforts to establish 
non-tidal wetlands in the area would be highly beneficial.  Mr. Johnson suggested that the MPA 
get someone from the USACE regulatory staff involved in the Harbor projects.  Mr. Nichols 
noted that Harbor projects have been denied in the past and the same thing might happen again.  
Mr. Nichols added that he would like to keep the projects within the Patapsco River watershed.  
Ms. Boraczek asked if the MDE favored in-kind mitigation.  Mr. McKee replied that the 
preference is for in-kind within the watershed.  Mr. Nichols commented that a search might be 
required to establish a suitable mitigation site.  Dr. Storms stated that MPA could refresh the 
search that resulted in Swan Creek.                        
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7.0 Recommendation on Hopper Dredge Use for Site 92 Chip DePrefontaine, USACE 
 
Mr. DePrefontaine explained that the USACE-Philadelphia District had previously entertained 
the use of the hopper dredge for excavation of the C&D Canal approaches and placement in Site 
92, and information on the topic was presented to the BEWG during the January meeting.  Mr. 
DePrefontaine asked the BEWG to vote on whether to recommend a hopper dredge 
demonstration project at Site 92.  Mr. Bibo inquired if the MDE was the only agency that would 
have the final authority over the use of the hopper dredge.  Mr. DePrefontaine replied that the 
group’s vote would be a recommendation and that the ultimate decision as told to Stan Ekren is 
in the hands of the MDE.  Mr. DePrefontaine proceeded to ask for the groups vote on the subject.   
The EPA, DNR, NMFS, MDE, MGS, voted unanimously against the use of the hopper dredge.  
 
8.0 Other Updates & Next Meeting Gwen Gibson, MES 
 
Ms. Gibson reminded the group to please submit any final changes to the comments on the 
Hopper Dredge Issues chart by Friday so Mr. DePrefontaine will be able to give his final 
decision to B+B Dredging. The next meeting will be held on March 8, 2005 at the MPA offices. 
 

Adjourn 3:30 PM  
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING 
September 22, 2005, 1:00 PM 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Maryland Department of Transportation Facility 
Hanover, Maryland 

 
Members Attending: 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation: Kim Coble  
DMMP Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC):  Fran Taylor 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  Secretary Kendl Philbrick 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Assistant Secretary Ron Guns 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT):  Secretary Robert Flanagan  
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Chris Correale 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District:  Roy Denmark 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science/Management Committee Liaison:  
Don Boesch 
 
Others Attending: 
Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay/Facilitator for Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Fran Flanigan 
Chesapeake Bay Foundation: Jen Aiosa 
Ecologix Group, Harbor Team:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot, George Chmael 
General Physics Corporation:  Chelsea Bennet 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources/Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Department of Transportation Planning and Programming:  Keith Bounds 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  CeCe Donovan, Charles Madison 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, Katrina Jones, Kathy 

Broadwater, Brooks Royster 
 
 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None.   
 
1.0 Welcome and Introductions          Secretary Flanagan  
Sec. Flanagan opened the meeting and welcomed everyone to the Maryland Department of 
Transportation facility.  He then requested that everyone introduce themselves for the record.   
 
2.0 Update on the Federal DMMP Chris Correale 
Schedule of Overall Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) 
Ms. Correale provided an update on the Corps DMMP.  The Final DMMP Report was sent to 
Corps Headquarters on September 20, 2005, with a Record of Decision (ROD) expected in 
December 2005.   
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Poplar Island Expansion  
Ms. Correale reported that the Poplar Island Expansion project had been accelerated to be 
eligible for the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 2005, and is currently before 
the Corps Civil Works Review Board.  Upon approval from the Board, the report will undergo 
a final agency review, and be submitted for a Chief’s Report in early-November 2005.  Ms. 
Correale explained that one of the criteria required for a contingent authorization for WRDA 
2005 is the completion of the Chief’s Report by December 31, 2005. The Poplar Island 
Expansion ROD is expected in January 2006.      
 
Sec. Flanagan questioned if it would be possible to obtain a Chief’s Report by December 
2005.  Ms. Correale stated that a great deal of pressure has been placed upon upper-level 
management to ensure that activities and report approval remain on schedule for December 
2005.  Sec. Flanagan extended an offer on behalf of himself and the Governor to provide 
assistance needed to ensure that the Poplar Island Expansion Project is successful. 
 
Sec. Flanagan requested clarification regarding unresolved project issues.  Asst. Sec. Guns 
stated that the National Marine Fisheries Service had expressed concerns regarding 
embayment issues.  Asst. Sec. Guns stated that the DNR had sent a letter to the Corps 
requesting that their concerns be reviewed.  The Corps in return has granted DNR an 
opportunity to participate in the value engineering phase and address concerns.  Asst. Sec. 
Guns is also drafting a letter that will identify three individuals from DNR capable of 
reviewing the engineering plans to address concerns regarding the Poplar Island westerly 
fetch, open water embayment, and the practicality of withstanding major storms.  Asst. Sec. 
Guns noted that DNR will assume ultimate responsibility for the maintenance of Poplar Island 
upon completion, and wants to ensure that good structural engineering will be utilized.  Ms. 
Correale assured that DNR would be included in the process, and looks forward to working 
with DNR to resolve issues regarding the embayment. 
 
Asst. Sec. Guns questioned if operations associated with Hurricanes Katrina and Rita would 
delay the DMMP process or the Chief’s Report.   Ms. Correale stated that the DMMP process 
and Chief’s Report should not be delayed.  The Poplar Island Expansion Project is nearly 
completed, with remaining efforts ongoing at the Corps Headquarters and the Civil Works 
level.  Comments issued by the Review Board are not expected to be substantial, and should 
be readily addressed.  Efforts are ongoing to maintain necessary project resources, as 
placement capacity is imperative for the port to operate properly. 
 
Mid-Bay (James/Barren) Islands 
Ms. Correale reported that the Mid-Bay Island Study Report is being drafted, and is expected 
to undergo public review in January 2006.  Public meetings will be scheduled for February 
2006.  The Chief’s Report and ROD are expected in August and September 2006, 
respectively. 
 
Blackwater Wildlife Refuge Project 
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Ms. Correale reported that the Management Committee has agreed to rename the Blackwater 
Wildlife Refuge Project as the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration Project, to garner 
national recognition.  Project funding was not provided in the President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 
2006 (FY06) Budget.  However, the House side of Congress has allotted $500,000 in funding 
under the Continuing Authorities Program and the FY06 Energy and Water Development 
Appropriations Bill.  Should the funding be appropriated, it would be utilized in conjunction 
with the MPA, US Fish and Wildlife Service, and other stakeholders to establish a project 
delivery team, and determine scoping efforts, project data needs, and budgeting for a more 
expansive general investigations study under Corps authority.   
 
Potential WRDA 2005 
Ms. Correale reported that neither the House nor Senate WRDA 2005 mark-ups contain the 
Poplar Island Expansion or the Mid-Bay Islands Restoration Projects.  The Poplar Island 
Expansion Project would need to be added during the conference mark-up, contingent upon 
receiving a Chief of Engineer’s Report by December 2005.  The Mid-Bay Islands Project is 
on-schedule, and proposed for inclusion in WRDA 2006. 
 
Asst. Sec. Guns commended the Corps on all their efforts regarding the DMMP and 
Hurricane Katrina.  Dr. Boesch noted natural disasters will present a new challenge to the 
Corps in terms of priorities, resources, and demands for rational planning.  It is important to 
continue to build upon the working relationship developed with the Corps and Delegation 
during the DMMP process to ensure that important projects progress. 
 
3.0 Update on the State of Maryland’s DMMP                                        Frank Hamons 
Harbor Studies 
Mr. Hamons provided a slide presentation on the State DMMP harbor placement options.  
Harbor Team recommendations for the State DMMP include the operation of the Cox Creek 
facility, further studies for Masonville, Sparrows Point, and BP Fairfield, legislative 
modification for Sparrows Point, and the innovative reuse of dredged material. The Cox 
Creek facility will be complete following the construction of a pier for mechanical unloading 
and an inner bench.  The Cox Creek facility can currently accept dredged material, if 
mechanical dredging is used.  The facility should be fully functional and capable of accepting 
dredged material by all methods of unloading by the end of 2005.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the DMMP mandate states that 20 years of dredged material 
placement must be provided for both the Baltimore Harbor and Chesapeake Bay Channels.  
The Baltimore Harbor annual dredging need is 1.5 million cubic yards (mcy), including 
material from new work and maintenance activities.  Due to potential contamination, the law 
states that dredged material must be confined.  The majority of the existing harbor placement 
capacity will soon be exhausted, and a new placement site will be needed by 2008.  A 
timeline of expected events indicates that if Hart-Miller Island (HMI) is capped with Bay 
material beginning in 2008/2009, then the Cox Creek facility, with an annual placement 
capacity of 0.5 mcy, would be the only operational placement site, unless another is brought 
online by 2008.  Should the Masonville site, with an annual placement capacity of 0.5 mcy, be 
brought online in 2008, the annual placement need would still fall short by 0.5 mcy, and both 
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sites would become overloaded.  The Cox Creek facility would likely close early due to 
overloading, and another placement option would be required by 2013.     
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Masonville site has been placed on an expedited schedule to serve 
as the placement option to be brought online in 2008.  Masonville was chosen over the other 
sites as MPA owns the property, studies were already underway, it has the most potential for 
rapid construction, and can meet the 2008 deadline.  Tremendous community support has 
been expressed for Masonville, with no opposition expressed at the public scoping meetings 
held by the Corps.  The Masonville facility will encompass a 120-acre footprint, contain a 16-
mcy placement capacity at a 0.5 mcy annual placement rate, and involve unique 
enhancement-mitigation opportunities.  Efforts are ongoing to define proposed Masonville 
community enhancements as mitigation projects, so that the port will gain credit for 
completing the projects as mitigation for the placement facility.  Proposed community 
enhancements for the Masonville Cove include the creation of wetland, reef, habitat, beach, 
and bird sanctuary areas, bike trails, canoe launches, and an education center.   
 
Mr. Hamons reported that currently, the Masonville Cove is a protected green area by 
Baltimore City, although it is greatly polluted with trash, lumber, and electrical insulators.  
The removal of several derelict vessels at the Masonville site will be necessary before the area 
is enclosed, and this action will represent a significant improvement to the area.  The cost of 
the mitigation package, including the cost of $5 to $10 million for the removal of derelict 
vessels, is approximately $15 to $20 million.   
 
Hart-Miller Island Capping/Closing 
Mr. Hamons stated that a variety of capping methods for HMI and associated costs have been 
evaluated.  It is a difficult challenge to cap an 800-acre placement cell, depending on how the 
site will be utilized after it is capped.  Capping for meadowlands creation differs from upland 
or mudflat creation, and several communities and agencies have expressed desires for specific 
uses.  A summary of methods, costs, and requested uses will be provided at the December 8, 
2005 Executive Committee Meeting.   
 
Management Committee Report 
Dr. Boesch stated that the Annual Report will be prepared in accordance with previous years.  
The report will highlight the accomplishments of the year and progress planned for 2006.  The 
report will be presented for comments and discussion during the next Management 
Committee meeting, and then be submitted to the Executive Committee during the December 
2005 meeting. 
 
4.0 Consideration of Masonville Scheduling                       Frank Hamons/Don Boesch 
Mr. Hamons provided an update on the Masonville schedule.  The Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) is on schedule to be completed by December 2005.  The permit 
application will go forward in December 2005, followed by a public notice period in January 
2006.  The Final EIS is scheduled for April 2006, with a ROD planned for completion in May 
2006. 
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Ms. Coble questioned if contaminated sediments at Masonville would be capped, and whether 
the capping process is permitted by MDE.  Mr. Hamons stated that several boring samples 
have been collected from the Masonville Site, and the area of contamination is well known.  
Unsuitable material must be removed from the area of the dike line, and sand must be 
obtained from the bottom for dike construction.  The dike will enclose the 120-acre 
contaminated area.  Inner Harbor dredged material that will be placed at the Masonville Site is 
actually cleaner than the bottom material currently there.  In essence, dredged material 
placement at the Masonville facility will cap the existing contamination. 
 
Ms. Coble noted that a ROD is expected in May 2006, and questioned how long the 
mitigation project is anticipated to last.  Mr. Hamons stated that mitigation efforts will 
commence and reach completion at the same time as the placement facility construction.  Mr. 
Taylor noted that Harbor Team representatives had insisted that the community enhancements 
move along simultaneously with the placement facility projects. 
 
Sec. Philbrick noted that, despite public support, some issues remain to be addressed before 
plans for the Masonville Placement Facility can move forward.  A brief discussion ensued 
among committee members regarding the interpretation of State law for material placement, 
permitting, and comparisons between the Masonville site and Poplar Island.  Communication 
between the legal representatives of the Department of Transportation and the Department of 
the Environment will be necessary to resolve any remaining issues and ensure that the project 
moves forward. 
 
Dr. Boesch stated that a letter had been drafted to the Executive Committee on behalf of the 
Management Committee supporting the proposed "fast-tracking" of the Masonville site.  Dr. 
Boesch made a motion on behalf of the Management Committee to approve moving the 
Masonville site activities into the engineering, design, and permitting phase.  Mr. Denmark 
seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously.    
 
5.0 Consideration of Innovative Reuse Committee             Frank Hamons/Don Boesch 
Dr. Boesch stated that the community has made it clear that locations for dredged harbor 
material placement will eventually run out.  Ultimately, efforts will have to focus on 
beneficial and environmentally sound disposal methods for harbor material, including 
innovative reuse methods.  The Management Committee agrees with the proposal to create a 
Committee on innovative reuse of dredged material capable of offering advice on technically 
and economically feasible options.  The committee on innovative reuse should function as an 
ongoing committee, working as needed, and reporting to the Management Committee on an 
annual basis.  The MPA is currently compiling a list of potential members from various 
perspectives, organizations, and agencies to populate the committee.       
 
Asst. Sec. Guns suggested that representatives from DNR and the Maryland Department of 
Agriculture be invited to serve on the committee. Sec. Philbrick suggested that a 
representative from MDE be invited to serve on the committee.  Sec. Flanagan suggested that 
representatives from the Department of Business and Economic Development (DBED) also 
be invited to serve on the committee.  Mr. Hamons stated that organizations could be 
contacted to determine interest for appointing representatives to the committee.  Dr. Boesch 
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noted that a wide variety of agencies would provide many valuable perspectives, and avoid 
special interest agendas.     
 
Ms. Coble questioned if there is recognition that innovative ideas may have a higher cost, and 
questioned how the process and potential findings of the new committee would differ from 
the results of the previously unsuccessful committee on innovative reuse.  Mr. Hamons 
explained that the previous committee was formed as a result of legislation and was 
established for a specific purpose, including the oversight of the procurement process. In the 
original procurement, innovative reuse groups submitted cost estimates for their methods, and 
had to prove that those methods would perform as claimed.  The methods were then graduated 
from bench-scale testing to large-scale tests.  Several innovative reuse groups then issued 
complaints that they were restricted in such a way that they could not perform as claimed, and 
submitted higher cost estimates ranging from $61 to $300 per cy.  The innovative reuse 
procurement process and committee were ended due to the high cost associated with the 
proposed technologies.  Currently, it is unknown if a cost effective innovative reuse 
technology capable of meeting the Baltimore Harbor’s dredged material needs exists. 
However, the DMMP mandate requires and the Harbor Team has recommended that 
innovative reuse be evaluated.  It is recognized that innovative reuse is a developing and ever-
evolving field.  The new committee will function on a much broader scope to monitor and 
evaluate innovative reuse technologies or methods that would fit the set of circumstances at 
the Baltimore Harbor.  Dr. Boesch noted that the previous committee did not allow for the 
exchange of ideas and the creative discussions expected in the new committee. 
 
Sec. Flanagan noted that the Poplar Island and Mid-Bay Island projects are doing positive 
good in communities and for the environment.  In the future, some projects may need to be 
forced along based on the need to dredge and a lack of restoration-based projects.  
Organizations might have to be willing to pay a premium for an innovative reuse method to 
avoid the type of conflicts experienced in the past.  In the meantime, the new committee 
would serve the effort to ensure that the DMMP is familiar with innovative reuse best 
practices and technologies.   
 
Mr. Taylor informed committee members of a report prepared for MES by Weston Associates 
on March 28, 1974, indicating that aggregate production would serve as the best reuse method 
for dredged material.  The report was written nearly 30 years ago, and displays the concern 
that citizens and the government had regarding dredged material.  Mr. Taylor emphasized to 
the committee that the CAC and Harbor Team recognize innovative reuse as an important 
goal, and realize that it will be costly.   The CAC greatly appreciates that the recommendation 
for the formation of an innovative reuse committee is moving forward.   
 
Dr. Boesch made a motion, as included in the letter from the Management Committee to the 
Executive Committee, to approve the formation of the committee on innovative reuse of 
dredged material, with all the conditions therein contained. Mr. Denmark seconded the 
motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
6.0 Report from the Citizens’ Advisory Committee                     Fran Taylor 
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Mr. Taylor introduced himself as the new Chair of the CAC, elected in January 2005.  Mr. 
Taylor is the vice President of the North Point Community Council, and a member of the 
Harbor Team and HMI Citizens’ Oversight Committee.  Mr. Taylor has come to realize that 
the success and accomplishments of the CAC are due to the members and support that is 
gained through associated organizations.  The CAC has expressed appreciation for the quality 
of presentations and information that have been provided.   
 
Mr. Taylor reported that the CAC has been very active, with several accomplishments 
achieved through the year.  CAC comments were submitted requesting that innovative reuse 
language contained in the Corps DMMP be strengthened.  The Corps responded, made 
innovative reuse a recommendation of the DMMP, and strengthened associated language.  
Letters supporting the inclusion of the Poplar Island Expansion and Mid-Bay Islands Projects 
in WRDA 2005 were drafted and submitted.  Responses have not yet been received.  
Presentations regarding harbor placement options, the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands 
Restoration, mitigation, the Conowingo Dam sediments, and sedimentation in the Chesapeake 
Bay were provided.  The CAC also attended tours of Poplar Island, the Seagirt and Dundalk 
Marine Terminals, and the Masonville Site.  Mr. Taylor invited committee members to attend 
any CAC meetings and to review CAC minutes posted on the Safe Passage website. 
 
7.0 Closing Comments            Secretary Flanigan 
Sec. Flanagan thanked everyone in attendance for their contributions and commended the 
work completed on the DMMP process.  The overwhelming support from the citizens is 
testimony to the good work that the MPA has done.   
 
Sec. Philbrick noted that the Mr. John Wolflin had expressed some concerns on behalf of the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service at the September 9, 2005 Management Committee meeting 
regarding the Masonville project, and requested further information.  Mr. Hamons noted that 
Mr. Wolflin had not expressed specific concerns, but indicated that he had some unresolved 
issues.  Mr. Harman informed committee members that Mr. Wolflin has since been more fully 
briefed on the project, and is in greater agreement with the project.  Dr. Boesch stated that Mr. 
Wolflin was appreciative of the community involvement and benefits that could be realized, 
and appeared to be more focused on some of the procedures and precedence that would be set 
by the Masonville project.  Mr. Wolflin had made it clear that he was not standing against the 
project, but did have some obligations to address. 
 
Sec. Flanagan reported that the next Executive Committee meeting is scheduled for Thursday, 
December 8, 2005 at 1:30 in the Harry Hughes conference room at MDOT Headquarters.   
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
December 8, 2005, 1:30 PM 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 
Maryland Department of Transportation Facility 

Hanover, Maryland 
 
Members Attending: 
DMMP Citizens’ Advisory Committee Liaison (CAC):  Greg Kappler 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE): Ron Franks, Deputy Secretary Stephen 

Pattison 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Assistant Secretary Ron Guns 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT):  Earl Lewis  
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science/Management Committee Liaison:  

Don Boesch 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Colonel Bob Davis 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District:  LTC Bob Ruch 
 
Others Attending: 
Facilitator for DMMP Citizen’s Advisory Committee:  Fran Flanigan 
Citizen’s Advisory Committee:  John Williams 
Ecologix Group, Harbor Team:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot, George Chmael 
Gahagan & Bryant:  Dennis Urso 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman,  
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR):  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  CeCe Donovan, Charles Madison 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, Katrina Jones, Kathy 

Broadwater, Ron Burns, James Harkins 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District:  Chris Correale, Jeffrey McKee, Scott 

Johnson 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District:  Tim Rooney, Roy Denmark 
WA Engineers:  Deborah Fitzgerald 
 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None.   
 
1.0 Welcome and Introductions          Secretary Flanagan  
Sec. Franks opened the meeting and welcomed everyone to the Maryland Department of 
Transportation facility.  He then requested that everyone introduce themselves for the record.   
 
2.0 Consideration of and Action on the 2005 Management                      Don Boesch  

Committee Annual Report to the Executive Committee 
Dr. Boesch provided copies of the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive 
Committee to all meeting attendees.  Dr. Boesch stated that the Report contains sections 
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addressing the progress completed for the DMMP during 2005, and recommendations of what 
actions will be completed during 2006.  Issues being carried forward from 2005 include 
innovative reuse, Baltimore Harbor Channels (Hart-Miller Island (HMI), Masonville, 
Sparrows Point, BP Fairfield, and contingency planning), Bay Channels (Poplar Island (PI) 
Expansion Study (PIES), Mid-Bay Islands, and Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project), and Management Programs.  
 
Dr. Boesch called attention to the recommendations that will need special attention of all 
DMMP committees during 2006.  The recommendations include the initiation of the 
innovative reuse committee; continued discussions with community representatives and other 
stakeholders on the end use and closure plan for the north cell of HMI, the Masonville and 
Fairfield placement facility projects and their community enhancements, and the study of a 
potential Sparrows Point placement facility including community enhancements; permitting, 
design, and construction of the Masonville placement facility; and continued efforts to obtain 
Federal and State funding for the PI expansion project, and the Mid-Bay Island project.   
 
Dr. Boesch stressed that the proposed Mid-Bay Island enhancement project will require 
additional resources from both the Federal and State Governments.  The Corps is continuing 
work and is in contact with the Congressional delegation in an effort to secure authorization 
for the project.  Dr. Boesch noted that the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) raised 
concerns regarding the importance of State funding being made available for a cost-share 
agreement with the Corps to fund the Mid-Bay Island and PI expansion project.    
 
Sec. Franks asked for a motion to accept the Management Committee’s Report to the 
Executive Committee as written.  Mr. Pattison made the motion.  Mr. Lewis seconded the 
motion, and the motion unanimously passed.   
 
3.0 Update on the Federal DMMP                                                       Colonel Bob Davis 
DMMP  
Col. Davis stated that the Corps DMMP is comprised of a decision document and tiered 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that provides recommendations for dredged material 
management for the next 20 years.  The decision document must be approved by 
Headquarters.  The final DMMP report was submitted to Headquarters in September 2005 and 
is expected to be approved in early 2006.  The tiered EIS evaluates all of the components of 
dredged material placement options (i.e. PI expansion, Mid-Bay Island restoration, etc) and 
requires an approved Record of Decision (ROD).  The tiered EIS has to be approved by the 
Corps’s regional Headquarters (North Atlantic Division).  The approval for the completed 
ROD is expected in February 2006.   
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Col. Davis reported that the General Reevaluation Report (GRR) for a potential expansion of 
PI is ongoing and preliminary work has been initiated.  To obtain authorization under the next 
Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) for the project to proceed, a signed Chief’s 
Report must be obtained.  Col. Davis explained that a Chief of Engineer’s report is signed by 
the Chief of Engineers and is transmitted to the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil 
Works and OMB to be included in the next WRDA.  A signed Chief’s Report is expected by 
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the end of 2005.  The ROD for the supplemental EIS for PI expansion is expected to be 
complete in February 2006.    
 
WRDA 2005 
Col. Davis explained that versions of WRDA 2005 were initially passed by the House and 
Senate, but neither version included language addressing the PI expansion or Mid-Bay Island 
project.  Col. Davis noted his understanding that WRDA 2005 will not be passed.  A concern 
exists over getting the projects included in a WRDA 2006 when Congress convenes in 
February 2006.  The completion of a Chief’s Report for the PI expansion will provide a great 
opportunity for the project to be included in a WRDA 2006.  Col. Davis stressed the 
importance of having a WRDA 2006 passed, as no WRDA has been passed since 2000.   
 
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Col. Davis reported that the supplemental EIS for the Mid-Bay Island Study is being finalized 
and will be submitted to Headquarters during the first week of December 2005.  The Report 
will be released to the public in February 2006, with two public meetings being held on the 
eastern shore in March 2006.  The planned schedule includes the completion of a Chief’s 
Report in October 2006, and a ROD completed in November 2006.     
 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration   
Col. Davis reported that no funding was included in the Corps’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2006 
budget to address the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.  A Conference Report 
which was recently passed by the House and Senate includes $245,000 to begin work on the 
project.  The funding will be used for the Corps to meet with the environmental agencies, 
MPA, and University of Maryland to set up a conference to scope out the study.  Col. Davis 
explained that, due to the large nature of the project, future activities will have to be funded 
by including the Marshlands Restoration project under the General Investigations program.  
 
4.0 Update on the State of Maryland’s DMMP                                        Frank Hamons 
Innovative Reuse 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA has developed a list of suggested names for members to 
be included on the innovative reuse committee.   The list of potential members was compiled 
based on suggestions from CAC and Management Committee Members.  The list of potential 
committee members will be finalized and prospective members will be contacted during 
December 2005.  The first committee meeting will likely be scheduled early in 2006.  
 
Mr. Hamons stated that several companies have contacted MPA with regard to innovative 
reuse processes that the companies believe should undergo MPA evaluation.  Two of the 
companies are mining operations located in Pennsylvania.  One of the mines currently has a 
permit to accept dredged material.  The dredged material would be mixed with fly ash and 
used to fill a hole in the ground created as a result of decades of mining activities.   Mr. 
Hamons noted that the company had previously contacted MPA to participate in a 
demonstration project at a cost of approximately $35 per cubic yard.  The MPA is 
communicating with the mine companies to see if the cost per cubic yard could be reduced.  
Mr. Hamons stated that the option could be favorable if the cost is reduced to be competitive 
with the cost for other placement locations.   
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Sec. Franks asked for the competitive price range.  Mr. Hamons explained that placement 
options for Bay channel dredged materials range in cost from approximately $10 to $18 per 
cubic yard.  Placement locations such as BP Fairfield and Masonville will cost approximately 
$13 to $18 per cubic yard.  Sec. Franks questioned if the mining companies would be able to 
accept dredged materials from the Inner Harbor.  Mr. Hamons explained that the mine’s 
permit issued by the State of Pennsylvania sets criteria for acceptable material.  The majority 
of Harbor dredged materials would meet the set criteria.   
 
Mr. Kappler asked how much capacity would be provided by the mine companies.  Mr. 
Hamons stated that the capacity would be based on the amount of material agreed upon by the 
company and MPA.  Currently, one mine has a hole that would hold approximately 90 mcy of 
material.  Sec. Guns questioned if the dredged material would have to undergo dewatering 
before transport.  Mr. Hamons confirmed that a facility would have to be available locally for 
the dredged material to be staged for dewatering before it is transported to the mine location. 
 
Harbor Sites 
Mr. Hamons reported that, based on previous approval from the Executive Committee, the 
Masonville project has moved forward with great cooperation from all parties involved.  
Regular coordination meetings have been held to discuss mitigation options for this project 
within the Baltimore Harbor.  Mr. Hamons distributed a copy of the recommended Masonville 
dredged material containment facility (DMCF) mitigation plan and a timeline for the new 
Harbor options. 
 
The mitigation plan includes recommended in-ground acreage projects, recommended 
additional projects, and associated environmental benefits from the Masonville DMCF.  The 
majority of the mitigation package addressed the renovation of a degraded cove area that is 
located adjacent to the Masonville site.  The mitigation package is currently under 
consideration, and has not received final approval.  Mr. Hamons reported that the draft EIS 
will be completed in late December 2005 or early January 2006.  The ROD is planned for 
completion in May 2006.   
 
Mr. Pattison asked for the progresses of the permitting process for the Masonville project.  
Mr. Hamons explained that regular coordination meetings have been held with MPA, MDE, 
and the Corps.  Currently, no obstacles or problems have been identified that would prevent 
the project from moving forward in accordance with the planned schedule.  Mr. Hamons 
reiterated that good coordination continues between all parties involved in the Masonville 
project.   
 
Mr. Pattison requested clarification with regard to the timeline for Harbor placement options.  
The timeline lists an annual placement capacity need of 1.5 mcy, while the plan only allows 
for approximately 1 mcy upon closure of HMI.  Mr. Hamons stated that the MPA is 
addressing the capacity shortage by evaluating the dredging needs, for both public and private 
projects, for the next four to five years.  Some projects may need to be prioritized or 
rescheduled to complete before the closure of HMI.  Some of the capacity shortage may be 
addressed by rescheduling dredging projects, but in the out years some mild overloading of 
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placement sites may occur until another option (i.e. Sparrows Point or BP Fairfield) is 
operational.  Mr. Pattison stated that the looming capacity shortage reinforces the importance 
of moving ahead with identifying potential innovative reuse options.  Mr. Pattison noted that 
the cost of innovative reuse options may become more competitive as time moves forward.     
 
5.0 Report from the Citizens’ Advisory Committee                  Greg Kappler 
Mr. Kappler provided an update on the CAC activities for 2005.   All Executive Committee 
members and other meeting attendees received copies of Mr. Kappler’s update.  Mr. Kappler 
commended the continued cooperation between the MPA and Corps of Engineers in dealing 
with dredging matters.  Mr. Kappler reported that numerous public meetings were held during 
2005 to discuss details and address concerns regarding new placement, options for Bay 
sediments (i.e. PI expansion and Mid-Bay Island project).  Mr. Kappler stressed the public’s 
support for the proposal to use dredged sediment to restore wetlands at the Blackwater Refuge 
and at other sites within Dorchester County.   
 
Mr. Kappler reported that potential placement sites for Harbor sediments received intense 
scrutiny in 2005.  The community and environmental groups will continue to look closely at 
the Masonville project as it progresses through the EIS process.  The community will also 
stay involved with other potential sites, most notably Sparrows Point.  Mr. Kappler stressed 
the importance of having several projects included in the WRDA 2006.  Mr. Kappler 
commended the progress of the DMMP and the coordination and cooperation displayed by all 
agencies involved.   
 
6.0 Closing Comments            Secretary Flanigan 
Sec. Franks thanked everyone in attendance for their contributions and commended the work 
completed on the DMMP process.  Sec. Franks distributed a letter submitted to the Committee 
by Dr. John Williams.  Sec. Franks stated that, after reviewing the letter, anyone with 
questions or concerns should contact Dr. Williams. 
 
Mr. Kappler made a motion to adjourn the December 8, 2005 Executive Committee meeting.  
Dr. Boesch seconded the motion, and the motion unanimously passed.   
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

JOINT CITIZENS’ ADVISORY AND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 
November 22, 2005, 2:00 PM 

1800 Washington Boulevard, Aqua and Terra Rooms  
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Attendees: 

Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay:  Charlie Conklin 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Management (DEPRM):  

Candy Croswell 
Baltimore Maritime Exchange:  David Stambaugh 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee:  Tim Donegan 
Brookland and Curtis Bay Coalition:  Scott Stafford 
Coastal Watershed Resources Advisory Committee (CWRAC):  Greg Kappler 

    Cecil County:  John Williams 
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Club Association:  Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Francis Taylor, Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering:  Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix Group:  Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Dennis Urso, Jim Runion 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey 
Greater Dundalk Community Council:  Thomas Kroen 
Maryland Conservation Council:  Mary Marsh 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources:  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Environmental Service:  Cecelia Donovan, Megan Simon, Tammy Banta, Stephanie 

Lindley, Stephanie Peters 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, John Vasina, Nathaniel Brown, Bill 

Lear, Kathy Broadwater, Tricia Slawinski, Margie Hamby, Dave Bibo 
Maryland Saltwater Sportfishermen:  Richard Novotny 
Maryland Waterman’s Association:  Doug West 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Chesapeake Bay Office:  Peter 

Bergstrom  
Private Sector Port Coalition:  Bud Nixon 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Private Sector Port Coalition:  Donald Carroll 
Turner Station:  Gloria Nelson 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB):  Mark Mendelsohn, Jeffrey 

McKee 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP): Chip DePrefontaine, Tim 

Rooney 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  Rebecca Packett, Dixie Birch, Bill Giese, Bob Zepp 
University of Maryland, Center for Environmental Science:  Don Boesch 
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Action Items: 
1. None. 

 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None. 
 

1.0 Convene, Welcome, Introductions Frank Hamons, Francis Taylor 
Mr. Taylor welcomed the attendees and asked that everyone introduce themselves.  Mr. Taylor 
welcomed both the Management Committee and Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) 
members.  Mr. Taylor requested comments or changes to the July 13, 2005 CAC meeting 
minutes.  A motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member seconded 
the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Hamons requested comments or changes to the September 9, 2005 Management Committee 
meeting minutes.  A motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member 
seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
2.0 Update on the Corps of Engineers DMMP Jeffrey McKee 
DMMP  
Mr. McKee reported that the DMMP was released to the public for review in February 2005.  
Public meetings were held on March 7 and 10, 2005.  The final DMMP Report was submitted to 
the Corps of Engineers’ Headquarters on September 20, 2005, and is currently undergoing 
Headquarters review.  Upon receipt and incorporation of Headquarters’s comments, a Record of 
Decision (ROD) is planned for completion in late December 2005 or early January 2006. 
 
Mr. McKee stated that the DMMP Report recommends continued maintenance of all Corps 
channels in Virginia and Maryland.  The report recommends continued use of the open water 
placement sites in the ocean (Dam Neck and Norfolk Site), and two open water locations in the 
lower Bay (Wolftrap and Rappahannock Deep).  The DMMP recommends optimizing the 
Maryland channel placement sites including Hart-Miller Island, Pooles Island, Poplar Island 
Environmental Restoration Project, and Cox Creek.  The report also recommends that the Corps 
initiate studies to construct multiple confined placement facilities for the placement of Inner 
Harbor dredged materials.  Additional recommendations include an expansion of Poplar Island 
and construction of a new mid-Bay Island.  The report also addresses the restoration of wetlands 
in Dorchester County at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge and surrounding areas, which will 
become the new Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.  Finally, the Report 
recommends that the Corps continue to pursue innovative uses of dredged material. 
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Mr. McKee stated that the Poplar Island (PI) Expansion Study (PIES) has been conducted 
concurrently with the DMMP. The draft PIES report was released to the public for review on 
June 24, 2005.  Public meetings were held on the eastern shore of Maryland on July 19 and 20, 
2005.  The final Poplar Island General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) was submitted to the Corps of Engineers’ Headquarters on September 8, 2005.   
The Headquarters was briefed at the Civil Works Review Board on September 22, 2005.  
Approval was received from the Board to go public with the document, and the document was 
released for State and Agency review on October 7, 2005.  The comment period closed on 



Dredged Material Management Program                                                                                                                                 DRAFT 
Citizens’ Advisory and Management Committee Meeting                                                                                  Updated on 12/08/05 
November 22, 2005 
Draft Meeting Summary 
 

3 

November 7, 2005.  Comments were received from the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Both agencies concurred 
with the report as written.  Mr. McKee stated that MDE indicated that additional design issues 
would be addressed during the pre-construction engineering and design (PED) phase of the 
project.  A Chief’s Report is expected in December 2005.   
 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES was not included in either the House or Senate’s markup of 
the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2005.  The Corps was attempting to include the 
PIES in the WRDA 2005 Conference Report with a contingent authorization.  Mr. McKee 
explained that a contingent authorization is language inserted for those projects that have not 
already been approved, stating that authorization is subject to the receipt of a favorable Chief’s 
Report by December 31, 2005.  Mr. McKee stated that a Chief’s Report for the PIES is expected 
to be received in time to comply with that deadline, and a ROD is expected to be completed in 
January 2006.  
 
WRDA 2005 
Mr. McKee explained his understanding that WRDA 2005 will not be passed.  Originally, an 
agreement was made amongst the Committee Chairmen that if Congress reconvened in 
December 2005, WRDA 2005 would be addressed.  Mr. McKee explained that Congress will 
convene in December, but WRDA will not be addressed due to Congress working on Defense 
appropriations.  The fall-back plan for WRDA was that it may be taken up by Congress in 
February 2006, thereby creating a new bill, WRDA 2006.  At this time, it is unknown if WRDA 
will be addressed when the Congress convenes in February 2006. 
 
Dr. Boesch questioned when the last WRDA was passed.  Mr. McKee stated that the last WRDA 
was passed in 2000.  Mr. Nixon questioned why no WRDA has been passed since 2000, as the 
Acts were supposed to be passed on a two-year frequency.  Mr. McKee explained that the 
WRDAs proposed since 2000 have included a great number of authorizations, some of which 
were contentious and contained language details that the Committees could not agree upon.  Mr. 
McKee stated that the Corps would like to include the Mid-Bay Island Project and PIES in 
WRDA 2006.  Having both projects authorized under WRDA 2006 would allow for both 
projects to continue on their original schedules.   
 
Mr. Nixon expressed concern over the fact that a WRDA has not been approved since 2000, and 
questioned what can be done to have a WRDA passed in 2006.  Mr. McKee stated that Congress 
is ultimately responsible for passing a WRDA, and noted that Congress has been very busy with 
other issues such as the war on terrorism and Hurricane Katrina.  Mr. Hamons stated that he 
recently attended a meeting for the American Association of Port Authorities and noted that 
other ports are experiencing the same problems awaiting a WRDA to be passed to authorize port 
projects.   
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study (Continued) 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES recommended a 575-acre northern lateral expansion 
combined with a 5-foot raising of the existing upland dikes.  The 575-acre expansion includes a 
130-acre open water embayment that was proposed by the National Marine Fisheries Service. 
The expansion area would be comprised of 29% wetlands and 47% uplands, providing an 
additional 28 million cubic yards (mcy) of capacity.  In addition, the EIS resolved a number of  
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outstanding issues and activities including the closure of Cell 6 (including a realignment of the 
southern access channel), installation of new piers and bulkheads at the southern end of the 
Island, and a new discharge structure.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the PIES recommended the acceptance of dredged material from the 
southern approaches north to the C&D Canal, which includes the reach from Pooles Island north 
to the Sassafras River.  This recommendation will address the capacity shortage that will result 
from the State Law-mandated closure of Pooles Island in 2010.    The original authorization for 
PI was very specific, accepting material only from channels in the Bay that were part of the 
Baltimore Harbor & Channels Project.  Therefore, the PIES includes a specific recommendation 
to accept dredged materials from the southern approach channels to the C&D Canal. 
 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES also incorporates a number of recreational and educational 
components consistent with the goal of providing remote island habitat.  The existing cost 
estimate for PI is $376 million, and the expansion is estimated to cost an additional $242 million, 
for a total of $618 million.  The total cost would be a cost-share agreement comprised of 75% 
Federal funding and 25% funded by the MPA as a non-federal sponsor. 
 
Mr. McKee stated that several outstanding issues remain with regard to the embayment.  Issues 
to be resolved during the PED phase include final design size, location, and long-term 
maintenance.  Issues also were raised with regard to a borrow area located to the southwest of PI, 
outside of the footprint for the expansion.  The Corps will work in conjunction with the 
environmental agencies to minimize any potential impact of borrowing additional material 
outside of the original footprint. Loss of commercial crabbing bottom to the north was raised as 
an issue by watermen.  The Corps is working with the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) to open additional crabbing areas to compensate for the loss of crabbing 
bottom in the vicinity of PI.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the PIES includes a recommendation for no further potential expansion of 
PI.  Issues with viewshed and noise were raised by citizens on Jefferson Island, Coaches Island 
and the mainland.  The PI expansion was designed to minimize the noise and viewshed issues, 
including a recommendation to raise the existing dikes by only 5 feet.   
 
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Mr. McKee reported that the draft Mid-Bay Island Report is being finalized and will be 
submitted to Headquarters during the first week of December 2005.  The Report will be released 
to the public in February 2006, with two public meetings being held on the eastern shore in 
March 2006.  The planned schedule includes a final Feasibility Study (FS) report being 
submitted to Headquarters in June 2006, completion of a Chief’s Report in October 2006, and a 
ROD completed in November 2006.  The timeline should allow for the Study to be included in a 
WRDA 2006; or pending the receipt of a Chief’s report, the Study would be eligible for a 
contingent authorization.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the Report includes a recommendation for a 2,070-acre site at James 
Island that will be comprised of 55% wetlands (approximately 1,140 acres), and 45% uplands 
(approximately 930 acres) with dikes that are 20-feet high. The shoreline stabilization including 
low-lying stone breakwaters, at Barren Island would provide a small amount of capacity to 
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accommodate several local dredging projects.   The project would provide between 78 and 95 
mcy of capacity, and would restore approximately 2,144 acres of habitat.  The project would also 
protect an additional 623 acres of existing island habitat, and 352 acres of critical submerged 
aquatic vegetation.  The cost of the Mid-Bay Island Project is approximately $1.7 billion, with a 
cost-share agreement comprised of 75% (approximately $1.2 billion) Federal funding and 25% 
(approximately $400 million) funded by the State of Maryland. 
 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration   
Mr. McKee stated that the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project includes upward of 
10,000 to 20,000 acres of potential marshland to be restored, and potentially in excess of 90 mcy 
of dredged material placement capacity.  The Energy and Water Development Appropriations 
Act, 2006 Conference Report that was recently passed by the House and Senate includes 
$245,000 to begin work on the project.  The funding was added under the Continuing Authorities 
Program (Section 206 for Ecosystem Restoration).  The funding will be used for the Corps to 
meet with the environmental agencies, MPA, and University of Maryland to set up a conference 
to scope out the study.  Mr. McKee explained that, due to the large nature of the project, future 
activities would have to be funded by including the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
project under the General Investigations program.  
 
Discussion 
Mr. West questioned the PIES Report including a recommendation for no further expansion of 
the Island, and expressed concern that PI could not be used in the future if a capacity shortage 
exists.  Mr. McKee explained that, when looking for possible placement locations, one of the 
policies of the Corps of Engineers is to evaluate the existing sites first for expansion.  This policy 
was acknowledged in the Report.  Mr. McKee stated that, because PI is an environmental 
restoration project, and no additional environmental benefits would be accrued as a result of 
additional expansion, the Report included a recommendation for no further expansion of the 
Island.  The recommendation was also included to acknowledge the concerns expressed by 
citizens groups and environmental agencies in regard to possible future expansions of the Island.  
 
Dr. Williams stated that the costs provided by Mr. McKee for the PI expansion and the Mid-Bay 
Island project would equate out to approximately $8.65 per cubic yard for PI and between $18 
and $22 per cubic yard for the Mid-Bay Island project.  Dr. Williams asked for an explanation 
for the large cost difference between the projects.  Mr. McKee explained environmental 
restoration projects are authorized and cost-shared based on a placement location that is either a 
base plan or a Federal standard.  The incremental increase in cost resulting from constructing, 
operating, and managing the site and transporting the dredged material to another location other 
than the base plan is the amount of funding that is cost-shared (75%/25%) between the Federal 
Government and a non-Federal sponsor.  Mr. McKee noted that the Mid-Bay Island project is 
located further south than PI, resulting in additional transportation costs.  Additional costs for the 
Mid-Bay Island project result from the fact that it is a new project, as opposed to an expansion of 
an existing project, and the shoreline stabilization at Barren Island, which provides very little 
dredged material capacity, will make the cost higher as well.  
 
3.0 Update on Blackwater Dixie Birch, USFWS 
Ms. Birch provided a presentation on the wetland restoration at the Blackwater National Wildlife 
Refuge.  The Refuge is located approximately 60 miles east of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge by 
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land, and 10 miles west of Cambridge, Maryland.  The 28,000-acre Refuge complex was 
established in 1933 and is comprised of approximately one-third each of marsh, forest and water. 
Ms. Birch provided detailed information with regard to the significance of wetlands, marsh loss, 
past efforts to restore the wetlands at Blackwater, the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) 
for restoring wetlands to the original 1933 conditions, and the possible use of dredged materials 
to restore wetlands.  Ms. Birch stated that copies of her presentation could be provided to any 
interested meeting attendees.    
 
Ms. Birch noted that several committees have been formed to assist with the project including a 
Blackwater Restoration Subgroup, Technical Work Group, and a Citizens Advisory Group.  She 
invited anyone who was interested in joining one of the committees or in recommending 
someone who might be interested in joining to contact her.  A National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Geodetic and Tides workshop was held at Blackwater in 
September 2005.  The workshop attendees installed 29 permanent benchmarks to be used in 
developing accurate elevations in the marshlands.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that a recent article in the newspaper discussed a large development in the 
area near Blackwater.  Mr. Hamons questioned if the proposed development would have impacts 
on the Blackwater restoration.  Ms. Birch stated that the proposed development would involve 
approximately 3,200 new homes and a golf course.  Construction activities could potentially 
impact the Little Blackwater River and the surrounding areas.  Mr. Giese added that stormwater 
management issues could arise as a result of the development.   
 
Mr. Nixon asked for a cost per cubic yard for the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project.  Ms. Birch stated that rough estimates approximate the cost for restoration from $20 to 
$40 per cubic yard.   Ms. Birch stressed that detailed cost estimates for the project have not yet 
been completed.  Mr. Hamons reiterated that the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project is a new type of dredged material placement project than has been done in the past.  As a 
result many questions remain as to the scope of the project and information that needs to be 
obtained in order to proceed with the project.  Mr. Hamons stated that the proposed conference 
will develop a list of questions that need to be answered, issues that will need to be resolved, and 
develop the scope of the project needed to move forward.   
 
4.0 Update on the State’s DMMP Frank Hamons 
Harbor Options Feasibility Studies and Community Enhancements 
Mr. Hamons reported that the construction of an unloading pier at Cox Creek would be 
completed in December 2005.  Upon completion of the pier (with the exception of raising the 
existing dike) renovation of the site will be complete.  Cox Creek will provide 6 mcy of total 
placement capacity and 0.5 mcy of annual capacity.  The first material to be placed at the site 
will come from small projects in the Annapolis Harbor, the Baltimore Harbor (to enable the 
Volvo race), and the Annapolis Coast Guard station.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that other options identified by the Harbor Team for consideration included 
Masonville, BP Fairfield and Sparrows Point.  In February 2005, the interim FS for Masonville 
and Sparrows Point was completed.  The reconnaissance study for BP Fairfield was completed in 
March 2005.  The Masonville draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and FS is planned for 
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completion in December 2005, with the final EIS and FS planned for completion in March 2006.  
The draft FS for BP Fairfield and Sparrows Point will be complete in January or February 2006.   
 
Mr. Hamons explained that, based on approval from the Executive Committee, Masonville will 
be completed first as the placement site for Inner Harbor dredged materials.  The MPA owns the 
Masonville location, eliminating any ownership complications.  Another issue making 
Masonville more favorable is the existing legislation that would have to be amended to proceed 
with a project at Sparrows Point.  The Sparrows Point site is located within the 5-mile radius of 
the Hart-Miller Island (HMI)/Pleasure Island chain.  Current legislation prohibits permitted 
dredged material placement facilities within a 5-mile radius of HMI/Pleasure Island.  Mr. 
Hamons noted that after a complete package is assembled for Sparrows Point including facility 
design and community enhancements, efforts can begin to change the current Legislation.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Sparrows Point location has potential for larger overall capacity and 
much longer operational life than the Masonville or BP Fairfield locations.  The Masonville 
location would provide approximately 0.5 mcy of annual capacity, and approximately 16 mcy of 
total capacity.  Mr. Hamons explained that the annual capacity of a site depends on the size of 
the facility, or acreage that can be used for the placement of dredged material.  Each site can take 
approximately 3 feet of dredged material each year for placement and dewatering.  The total 
capacity of a site depends on the elevation or depth of the space where dredged material will be 
placed.   The Cox Creek facility also provides an annual capacity of approximately 0.5 mcy.  Mr. 
Hamons stressed that approximately 1.5 mcy of placement capacity is required to accept the 
Inner Harbor dredged materials each year.   
 
Mr. Carroll questioned the capacity of the BP Fairfield location.  Mr. Hamons stated that the 
annual capacity for the BP Fairfield location is estimated at 0.5 mcy, with a total capacity 
ranging from 14 to 16 mcy.   
 
Mr. Nixon noted that, based on annual dredging needs for Inner Harbor dredged materials, three 
sites would be needed to accept the material.  Mr. Hamons agreed that three sites would be 
required to provide enough capacity for the annual dredging need.  Mr. Nixon expressed concern 
that if the three sites are not implemented, that some dredging projects would have to cease or 
one of the placement locations would have to be overloaded.  Mr. Hamons agreed. 
 
5.0 Innovative Reuse Frank Hamons 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA has developed an initial list of suggested names for members 
to be included on the innovative reuse committee, as well as a list of affiliations from which it 
would be desirable to obtain potential members.   The list of potential members was compiled 
based on suggestions from CAC and Management Committee Members.  The list of potential 
committee members will be finalized in December 2005, and the first committee meeting will 
likely be scheduled after January 1, 2006.   
  
6.0 Discussion of the Draft Annual Report from the Management Don Boesch 

Committee to the Executive Committee 
Dr. Boesch provided copies of the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive Committee 
to all meeting attendees.  Dr. Boesch stated that the Report contains sections addressing the 
progress completed for the DMMP during 2005, and recommendations of what actions will be 
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completed during 2006.  Issues being carried forward from 2005 include issues involving 
innovative reuse, Baltimore Harbor Channels (HMI, Masonville, Sparrows Point, BP Fairfield, 
and contingency planning), Bay Channels (PIES, Mid-Bay Islands, and Chesapeake Bay 
Marshlands Restoration Project), and Management Programs.  
 
Dr. Boesch noted the recommendations that will need special attention of all DMMP committees 
during 2006.  The recommendations include the initiation of the innovative reuse committee; 
continued discussions with community representatives and other stakeholders on the end use and 
closure plan for the north cell of HMI, the Masonville and Fairfield placement facility projects 
and their community enhancements, and the study of a potential Sparrows Point placement 
facility including community enhancements; permitting, design, and construction of the 
Masonville placement facility; and continued efforts to obtain Federal funding for the PI 
expansion project and the Mid-Bay Island project.   
 
Dr. Williams expressed concern that the recommendation for obtaining Federal funding does not 
address the other 25% cost-share that would be provided by the State of Maryland.  Dr. Boesch 
agreed, and noted that the State representatives should be made aware that State funding would 
be required to move the projects forward.  The language of the recommendation within the 
Report will be changed to reflect the need for both Federal and State funding.    
 
Mr. Kappler questioned if the need for a change to Legislation for implementation of a project at 
Sparrows Point should be included in the list of recommendations needing special attention 
during 2006.  Mr. Hamons explained that the preliminary preparation studies for the Sparrows 
Point project (i.e. engineering and design, community enhancements) need to be completed 
before the change in Legislation is initiated.  Mr. Hamons suggested that the recommendation for 
a Legislative change should be included on the high-priority list for 2007.   
 
7.0 Report from Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor expressed the CAC’s support of the projects being recommended in the Management 
Committee’s Report to the Executive Committee.  Mr. Taylor stated that the CAC has continued 
community outreach efforts in an attempt to include communities that could be affected by 
DMMP projects, and have not been involved in the process.  Representatives from several new 
community groups have joined the CAC, and several tours were conducted to provide insight 
into DMMP projects. 
 
Mr. Taylor expressed his enthusiasm about the MPA’s www.safepassage.org website.  Mr. 
Taylor stated that the website is very informative and has incorporated several new sections 
providing access to reports and presentations discussed during DMMP committee meetings.  Mr. 
Taylor encouraged all meeting attendees to visit www.safepassage.org for additional 
information.   
 
Mr. Taylor reported that the proposed 2006 meeting schedule for CAC meetings includes:  
January 11, March 15, May 10, July 12, and September 13, 2006.  A joint Management 
Committee and CAC Meeting has been scheduled for November 15, 2006 
 
8.0 Report from BEWG Jeff Halka 
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Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG is still involved with and has kept up to date with both the 
Corps and State DMMP activities.  The BEWG has also been focusing on the mitigation 
proposals for the Masonville project; upcoming mitigation efforts for Sparrows Point and 
Fairfield; and discussing the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.   
 
The last several BEWG meetings have focused on the Masonville project.  Technical reports and 
studies have been reviewed to increase the knowledge base of the group and determine if any 
data gaps exist.   
 
Mr. Halka reported that the last BEWG meeting involved the ranking of the eight offsite 
recommended mitigation options being proposed for the Masonville project.  The options were 
ranked as high, middle, or low priority.  The top priority for reasonable mitigation alternatives 
involved eel and fish passages, primarily on the Patapsco River, and including a hatchery 
upgrade and enhanced stocking for herring and shad.  Another high priority alternative involves 
a proposal to put trash interceptors at the major outfalls of the Harbor.  The middle priority group 
of alternatives included stream restoration efforts in Baltimore City, two projects on Western 
Run (a tributary to Jones Falls), and an upgrade of the stormwater outfall on the Gwynns Falls.  
The middle priority grouping involves projects that will reduce the sediment load entering the 
Harbor.  The low priority group of alternatives included marsh restoration mitigation project on 
another tributary to the Gwynns Falls, and a project involving environmental dredging or 
capping of contaminated sediments in the Inner Harbor.  The latter project was placed in low 
priority due to the limited amount of information known about the alternative.  Further 
consideration can be given to the alternative as information becomes available.   
 
Mr. Halka stated that the mitigation efforts for the Sparrows Point and Fairfield locations have 
not yet been defined.  The BEWG has kept abreast on the potential projects, but not enough 
information is available to fully evaluate the alternatives. Mr. Halka stated that mitigation efforts 
for the Fairfield site might closely resemble the mitigation projects being proposed for the 
Masonville location.  The Sparrows Point mitigation projects could involve shoreline restoration. 
 
Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG has been briefed on the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands 
Restoration project.  The BEWG members have collectively agreed to stay involved in the 
project as it moves forward, possibly through the creation of a subgroup to focus solely on the 
Marshlands Restoration project.  
 
9.0 General Discussion and Proposed Schedule for Future Meetings  
Mr. Nixon suggested scheduling a Management Committee meeting at the Blackwater National 
Wildlife Refuge so that committee members can see the facility and the wetland areas.  Ms. 
Birch agreed, stating that the Refuge does have a conference room available to hold a meeting.  
Mr. Hamons stated that he would investigate the possibility of holding a future Management 
Committee Meeting at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge.   Ms. Birch also invited all meeting 
attendees to attend Blackwater’s Annual Science Partnership Meeting on March 8, 2006.   
 
Mr. Hamons reported that he recently returned from a conference with the American Association 
of Port Authorities.  During the conference Mr. Hamons explained the State of Maryland’s 
DMMP system including the committee structure involving the Executive Committee, 
Management Committee, CAC, BEWG, and Harbor Team.  Many other ports expressed interest 
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in the process that the MPA is using and the progress that is being made towards identifying 
potential placement locations for dredged material.  Mr. Hamons thanked all committee members 
for their efforts in making the State’s DMMP a success.   
 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 
As previously discussed by Mr. Taylor, the 2006 schedule for CAC meetings includes:  January 
11, March 15, May 10, July 12, and September 13, 2006.  A joint Management Committee and 
CAC Meeting has been scheduled for November 15, 2006.   
 
Management Committee Meeting Schedule 
Mr. Hamons reported that the 2006 meeting schedule for the Management Committee includes:  
February 15, May 17, and August 16, 2006, in addition to the joint Management Committee and 
CAC meeting scheduled for November 15, 2006. 
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
CITIZENS’ ADVISORY AND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 

December 2, 2004, 1:00 PM 
2310 Broening Highway, 1st Floor Training Room  

Baltimore, Maryland 
 

Attendees: 
Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay:  Charlie Conklin 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee:  Tim Donegan, Tim Iannuzzi 
Coastal Conservation Association:  Bud Waltz 
Coastal Watershed Resources Advisory Committee (CWRAC)/Citizens’ Advisory Committee 

Liaison:  Greg Kappler 
    Cecil County:  John Williams 

Chesapeake Bay Yacht Club Association, Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee: Fran Flanigan 
Don Ren Corporation, Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  H.E. Parker 
Dorchester County:  Bruce Coulson, Joseph Coyne 
EA Engineering:  Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix Group:  Bob Hoyt, George Chmael 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Dennis Urso, Richard Thomas, Daniel Wilson 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey 
Greater Pasadena Council:  Rebecca Kolberg 
Hart Miller Island Oversite Committee:  Fred Habicht 
ISG:  Bob Abate 
Martin Associates:  John Martin 
Maryland Conservation Council:  Mary Marsh 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman, Matthew Rowe  
Maryland Department of Transportation:  Ron Burns 
Maryland Environmental Service:  Cecelia Donovan, Charles Madison, John Sparkman, 

Karen Cushman, Gwen Gibson, Elizabeth Habic, Tammy Banta, Melissa Slatnick 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka, Bill Panageotou 
Maryland Pilots:  Eric Nielsen, William Band 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, Steve Storms, John Vasina, Nathaniel     

Brown, Katrina Jones, Bill Lear, Kathy Broadwater, Ben Lieberman, Greg Maddalone 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Chesapeake Bay Office:  Peter 

Bergstrom  
North Point Community Council:  Francis Taylor 
Private Sector Port Coalition:  Bud Nixon 
Rukert Terminals:  Steve Landess 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Donald Carroll 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB):  Scott Johnson, Jeffrey McKee 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP): Chip DePrefontaine, Robert 

Selsor 
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA):  Ralph Spagnolo, Tom Slenkamp 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  Bob Zepp 
University of Maryland, Center for Environmental Science:  Dennis King 
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Action Items: 
1. None. 

 
Statements for the Record: 

1. Dr. John Williams provided a statement for the record (attached).  
 

1.0 Convene, Welcome, Introductions Frank Hamons, Greg Kappler 
Mr. Hamons welcomed the attendees and asked that everyone introduce themselves.  Mr. 
Kappler welcomed both the Management Committee and Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
members.  Mr. Kappler summarized the topics to be discussed during the meeting including the 
Martin Report, update on Corps DMMP, update on State DMMP, and upcoming events.   
 
2.0 Economic Assessment of Maintenance of C&D Canal John Martin 
Dr. Martin provided a presentation detailing the completed study on the economic benefits of the 
maintenance dredging program for the C&D Canal.  The purpose of the study was to identify the 
economic benefits of maintaining the C&D Canal at the current draft of 35 feet, and to identify 
the benefit-cost ratio of the C&D Canal maintenance dredging program.  Dr. Martin detailed the 
methodology used in the study.   
 
Dr. Martin reported that the results of the study indicated that approximately $24 to $24.6 
million of annual transportation cost penalties would result if the C&D Canal was not maintained 
to current depth.  Dr. Martin provided documentation to support his belief that the benefits of 
maintaining the C&D Canal are twice as great as the costs.  Dr. Martin’s presentation detailed 
regional economic impacts that would result from changes to the current maintenance dredging 
program. A summary of Dr. Martin’s study can be found on MPA’s webpage, 
www.mpasafepassage.org.  
 
Mr. Spagnolo asked Dr. Martin to indicate the range of drafts for the 423 transits with a draft of 
19 feet or more.  Dr. Martin explained that the deepest draft is 35 feet, but specific information 
for each transit by draft is included in the database and the exact number of transits for any 
specific draft can be obtained from the database. 
 
Ms. Kolberg asked for an explanation of induced jobs.  Dr. Martin explained that three types of 
jobs were used in the analysis including direct, indirect, and induced jobs.  The direct jobs are 
those jobs that would go away immediately if shipping activity were to cease (i.e., operators, 
truckers, railroads, etc.).  The employees with direct jobs get direct income, or wages and 
earnings.  Induced jobs are jobs that are supported in the economy by the purchases of the direct 
laborers (i.e. grocery, housing, transportation).  Indirect jobs are those jobs supported by the 
purchases of the firms. 
 
Dr. Williams asked for an explanation of the compensation level.  Dr. Williams questioned why 
there are only half as many induced as direct jobs.  Dr. Martin explained that the analysis 
truncated the spending on the second level of purchases, or the retail and wholesale level.  The 
induced impact includes the earnings of the induced jobs and a multiplier effect that includes 
other purchases, such as purchases made by the grocery stores.  Dr. Martin explained that 
truncating the spending allows for a conservative estimate of induced jobs. 
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Mr. Burton stated that approximately 5 to 10 years would be required for the C&D Canal to silt 
in to 17 feet, using the NED calculation. Mr. Burton added that, by that point in time, dredged 
material would be moved down the Bay for placement at Poplar Island, James Island, or some 
other placement location instead of placing the material at Hart-Miller Island or Pooles Island.  
Mr. Burton stated his belief that moving the material down the Bay for placement would result in 
a significant dredging cost increase, and he questioned if those costs had been taken into 
consideration in the economic analysis.  Dr. Martin stated that the economic analysis for the 
C&D Canal was completed for three different current cost scenarios.  Mr. Burton questioned if 
the analysis was a snap shot of current conditions, and expressed concern that conditions could 
change in the future and result in an increase in dredging costs.  Dr. Martin agreed that the 
analysis was completed based on current conditions.   
 
Mr. Spagnolo questioned the difference between fuel costs for vessels and trucks.  Dr. Martin 
explained that the fuel costs were not analyzed, and that the number of trucks that would be 
required to handle the shipping cargo was only presented to show the amount of truck traffic that 
may result if all shipping cargo was transported by truck.  To compare the fuel costs, the costs 
would have to be analyzed on a per ton mile basis.  Dr. Martin added that vessels are more fuel 
efficient than trucks.   
 
Ms. Kolberg asked what percentage of auto and Roll-on/Roll-off (RoRo) carriers use the C&D 
Canal.  Dr. Martin stated he was unsure of the exact percentage but could investigate the 
question and provide a percentage to Ms. Kolberg.  Dr. Williams stated that, for the Northern 
Access Route (the C&D Canal), the B&E database for the year 2002 states that auto carriers 
represented 45% of the traffic, and RoRo carriers represented 6.7%.  Therefore, a little over half 
of the vessels using the northern route in 2002 were of that general category.  Dr. Williams 
added that the database also reported that, of the vessels coming in and out of the Port of 
Baltimore, the auto carriers and RoRo ships combined would account for 37.4% of the Port of 
Baltimore calls. 
 
Mr. Nixon agreed with the results of the economic analysis and thanked Dr. Martin for 
completing the analysis.  Mr. Nixon urged that the Port should move on and put the study behind 
them.  Mr. Nixon stressed the importance of the C&D Canal being a great asset of the Port of 
Baltimore and stated that it is important to continue on with business as usual as opposed to 
doing further economic analysis and study.   
 
Dr. Williams read a statement into the record regarding his concerns with the results from the 
Martin economic analysis of the maintenance of the C&D Canal.  Dr. Williams expressed 
concern regarding the estimated dredging quantity, the estimation of NED benefits, and concern 
with the particular numerical estimates used to quantify those factors.  A copy of Dr. Williams’ 
statement is included as an addendum to this meeting summary.   
 
Dr. Martin provided a response to Dr. Williams’s statement.  Dr. Martin explained that Dr. 
Williams’s first analysis, completed in January 2003, assumed a barge operation rate of 23 knots 
per hour.  Dr. Martin also stated that Dr. Williams’s second report, completed in September 
2004, was rejected by the independent peer reviewers who also reviewed and accepted Dr. 
Martin’s analysis.  Dr. Martin explained that the benefits in Dr. Williams’s reports started at 
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approximately $4 million in the first report, and increased to approximately $6 to $8 million in 
the second report. 
  
Addressing Dr. Williams’s comments regarding vessel densities, Dr. Martin explained that 
assumptions have to be made during any economic analysis, such as assuming that barges are 
being utilized to their fullest capacity.  Dr. Martin stated that, using the sensitivity analysis, 
eliminating all barges 19 feet and under, a positive cost benefit ratio can still be achieved.  Dr. 
Martin stated that the positive cost benefit ratio can be achieved even without including the extra 
costs of additional barges to carry the added cargo on light-loaded barges.  Dr. Martin stated that 
the cost associated with moving light-loaded barges would be approximately $700 per hour.   
 
In response to Dr. Williams’s comments regarding interviews, Dr. Martin admitted that no single 
good database exists, and each database has its flaws.  As a result, after reviewing the databases, 
it is important to talk to those individuals operating the canal.  Dr. Martin explained that the 
individuals interviewed had no vested interest in being dishonest with regard to their operating 
costs.  Published sources exist that detail charter rates for tank barges and tugs.  No database 
currently exists for deep draft vessels, although the Corps is currently in the process of 
developing one.  Dr. Martin added that the operating costs used in the analysis were based on all 
barge operators reporting, independently, that their operating costs were between $700 and $900 
per hour. 
 
Dr. Martin stated that Dr. Williams used examples including inland waterway tugs and barges in 
his analysis.  Dr. Martin explained that inland waterway tugs and barges cannot be used in 
correlation with coastal waterway tugs and barges as they are totally different structures and 
operate under different contracts.  For example, many coastal waterway tugs and barges operate 
under union contracts, while the inland tugs and barges operate mainly under non-union 
contracts.  Dr. Martin stated that the correlations of horsepower and costs included in Dr. 
Williams’s report cannot be used to complete an assessment, and the report was lacking charter 
rates for the barges.   
 
Mr. Landess requested the Committee Members should keep in mind that all studies are 
subjective and that assumptions have to be made when completing any type of analysis.  Mr. 
Landess stated his belief that it would not be in the Port of Baltimore’s best interest to continue 
to spend millions of dollars to complete additional economic analyses of the C&D Canal.  Mr. 
Landess expressed concern that, if additional studies are completed, the reputation of the Port of 
Baltimore could be damaged.   
 
Dr. Williams acknowledged the comments made by Dr. Martin regarding the earlier versions of 
work that he has completed, and stated that he would not stand by any of those numbers at this 
point in time.  Dr. Williams stated that everyone gets smarter as they grow older and he has a 
better understanding of those issues now.  Dr. Williams stated that he does not believe that either 
one of the reports that he has previously completed are accurate, or are the final answer.  Dr. 
Williams stated that the process still needs to move forward, and expressed his belief that the 
answers Dr. Martin has put forward are not necessarily the precise, accurate, right answer.  Dr. 
Williams stated his belief that, based on good data, the benefits exceed the costs as they have 
been calculated at the current point in time.  Dr. Williams added that he would estimate that the 
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benefit cost ratio is most likely in the range of 1.1 to 1.2 for the year 2003.  Dr. Williams stressed 
that the benefit cost ratio will change for 2004.   
 
Dr. Williams stressed that all Committee Members should think about the future and what 
changes will occur.  He highlighted the importance of understanding the amount of commerce 
associated with barge traffic, especially with coal and oil transits.  Dr. Williams stated his belief 
that, in approximately 5 years, the cost of dredge material disposal will markedly escalate when 
Pooles Island and other cheaper placement options can no longer be used.  Dr. Williams 
estimated that the costs will triple, thus bringing the benefit cost ratio below one.  Dr. Williams 
stressed the need to carefully estimate future cost benefit ratios so that proper business decisions 
can be made.   
 
Mr. Kappler thanked both Dr. Martin and his company for completing the economic analysis and 
Dr. Martin for taking the time to present the results to the Committees.  Mr. Kappler stressed the 
importance of having the results of the analysis approved by peer review and allowing the 
Committee to have an accurate snapshot of the current state of the C&D Canal that can be used 
to make economic decisions.  Mr. Kappler also thanked Dr. Williams for his comments. 
 
3.0 Update on the Corps of Engineers DMMP Scott Johnson 
DMMP Schedule and Recommendations   
Mr. Johnson provided a presentation on the Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District DMMP.  Mr. 
Johnson highlighted current activities in the Federal DMMP process, reviewed the habitat index, 
reviewed the results from the quantitative analysis, presented the results of the qualitative risk 
analysis, discussed the alternative suite development process, discussed the selection of the 
Recommended Plan, and updated the schedule.   
 
Over the past year the Corps has completed the plan formulation stage for the DMMP and 
developed preferred alternatives for three regions.  The preferred alternative for the Virginia 
Channels is continued utilization of open water placement locations.  For the Inner Harbor 
Channels, the preferred alternative is a multiple confined disposal facility.  The preferred 
alternative for the Chesapeake Bay approach channels includes an expansion of Poplar Island, a 
mid-Bay Island restoration project, and wetland restoration in Dorchester County.   
 
Mr. Johnson reported that the Draft DMMP is scheduled for completion in December 2004.  The 
Draft DMMP will be available for public review in January 2005, with public hearings in 
February 2005.  The Final DMMP and Tiered Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is planned 
for completion in July 2005, with a Record of Decision (ROD) to be complete in September 
2005.     
 
Mr. Spagnolo stated that some alternatives were eliminated from consideration because they 
were against state law.  Mr. Spagnolo questioned if any of the alternatives were eliminated from 
consideration because they were against federal laws.  Mr. Johnson stated that he was unaware of 
any federal laws that would be applicable for any of the proposed alternatives.  Mr. McKee 
agreed that no federal laws exist that mandate what can or cannot be done with dredged material.   
 
Mr. Nixon asked if any consideration had been given to using dredged material to construct a 
new terminal in the Port of Baltimore.  Mr. Johnson stated that the construction of a new 
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terminal would be a State issue, but the Corps could be a participating partner.  Mr. Johnson 
stressed that the Corps DMMP is identifying placement alternatives, but not specific 
development projects. 
 
Mr. Nixon asked, for projects such as the proposed wetland restoration at Blackwater, if funding 
would be solicited from other entities.  Mr. Johnson stated that all the recommendations being 
put forward with the Corps DMMP are environmental restoration projects, or projects that 
provide beneficial use of dredged material for environmental restoration.  Mr. Johnson explained 
that the funding will come from Federal and State sources, but comes out of a funding source 
separate from the navigational and operations and maintenance funding.  Mr. Johnson explained 
that, when Congress authorizes money for an environmental restoration project, the incremental 
cost above the base plan to take the material to Poplar Island or a mid-Bay island and the cost to 
create habitat at the site is considered part of the project costs.  
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Mr. Johnson provided an update on the Poplar Island Expansion Study, discussing the proposed 
lateral and vertical expansion, acceptance of material from additional locations, environmental 
enhancements, and recreational and educational opportunities.   
 
Mr. Johnson explained that one of the issues identified during the public outreach for the Poplar 
Island Expansion study was a possible blocking of the view shed from Jefferson Island.  In 
addition, the watermen expressed interest in obtaining some type of tradeoff for the previous 
crabbing areas that would be lost.  Ms. Boraczek stated that the watermen expressed interest in 
having an area from Wade’s Point to Bloody Point redesignated from trot lines to potting.  
 
Mr. Nixon asked about the possibility of the Corps buying Jefferson Island.  Mr. Johnson stated 
that the Corps cannot buy the Island but the State could possibly buy Jefferson Island if the 
owner was willing to sell the property.  Mr. Johnson speculated that the purchase of Jefferson 
Island could be a good idea, and it could be a valuable enhancement to the proposed project. 
 
Mr. Spagnolo questioned how information will be made available to the public.  Mr. Johnson 
stated that the Corps is in the process of drafting a General Reevaluation Report 
(GRR)/Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS), and a public comment period will 
follow the release of the document.  Mr. Spagnolo questioned if any feedback had been received 
from the public about the raising of the dikes.  Mr. Johnson stated that the dike raising will be 
limited to 5 feet. 
 
Mr. Johnson stated that the schedule for the Poplar Island Expansion Study includes completion 
of the draft GRR/SEIS in May 2005, issuing the Draft GRR/SEIS for public comment in 
September 2005, holding public information meetings in October 2005, completing the Final 
GRR/SEIS in December 2005, and completing the study with a ROD in February 2006. 
 
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Mr. Johnson provided an update on the Mid-Bay Island Study, discussing the formulation of 
alternatives, constraints, screening of alternatives, comparison and evaluation of plans, and the 
proposed alignments.  The proposed alignment for James Island includes a 2,072-acre island 
comprised of 45% uplands with 20 foot high dikes, and 55% wetlands.  The study also 
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recommends protection of existing resources at Barren Island with a combination of segmented 
or solid breakwaters.   
 
Mr. Johnson stated that schedule for the Mid-Bay Island study includes completing the draft 
report in March 2005, issuing the Draft report/EIS for public comment in September 2005, 
holding public information meetings in October 2005, completing the Final report/EIS in 
December 2005, and completing the study with a ROD in January 2006. 
 
4.0 Update on Maryland DMMP Frank Hamons 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Committee Members have heard a lot during the meeting about costs 
and benefits, and discussion of the issue will continue in the near future.  Mr. Hamons explained 
that the MPA will continue to follow direction from the Congress of the United States and the 
State of Maryland legislature to evaluate beneficial use and island restoration projects, as well as 
innovative reuses of dredged material.  Mr. Hamons explained that it is difficult to assign value 
to the environmental benefits to be gained from different placement locations.  Mr. Hamons 
stated that Congress and the Maryland Legislature have, at the current time, placed a value of 
$600 million on the environmental benefits being gained at Poplar Island.  Mr. Hamons stressed 
that costs and benefits analysis is a dynamic area and will continue to be very important in the 
future.  He stressed the difficulty in fairly assigning costs for environmental benefits using the 
current processes and procedures. 
 
Harbor Studies 
Mr. Hamons stated that the State DMMP is evaluating several options for placement of Inner 
Harbor dredged material.  Those options included Masonville, BP Fairfield, Sparrows Point, and 
innovative reuse.  The Reconnaissance Study for the BP Fairfield site has been completed and 
the initial Feasibility Studies for the Masonville and Sparrows Point sites have been started.  Full 
and final Feasibility Studies for all three sites will be initiated in January 2005 and are expected 
to be completed by the end of 2005.   
 
Hart-Miller Island Capping/Closing Issues 
Mr. Hamons stated that the State is attempting to get one of the aforementioned Harbor options 
online by 2008 to coordinate with the closing of Hart-Miller Island.  Mr. Hamons explained that, 
by Legislative mandate, Hart-Miller Island must be capped by the end of 2009, and it will take 
approximately two years to install a 3-foot cap over the site.  Mr. Hamons stated that after 
Masonville, BP Fairfield, or Sparrows Point is put online in 2008, a second option will need to 
be operational by 2012. 
 
Mr. Hamons stressed that all proposed Harbor options will included community enhancements as 
agreed upon by the individual communities.  The MPA is continuing to work closely with the 
communities to further define the specific community enhancements that will be incorporated 
into the project design when the project is recommended. 
 
Cox Creek Progress 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Cox Creek project is progressing and the discharge permit was 
effective December 1, 2004.  A public hearing was held, but no public comments were 
submitted.  The meeting was attended by Ms. Kolberg and two elected officials.   Mr. Hamons 
stated that the MPA will continue to work closely with the community to keep them apprised as 
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to the activities at the Cox Creek site.  Mr. Hamons stated that the site is currently operational for 
hydraulic placement of dredged material.  The Critical Areas Commission recently approved the 
construction of the pier to allow for mechanical unloading of dredged material.  The pier should 
be completed and will be operational for the next dredging season, beginning in October 2005. 
 
5.0 Upcoming Events Frank Hamons 
Innovative Reuse Forum 
Mr. Hamons reported that an Innovative Reuse Forum will be held on from 8 am to 5 pm on 
Thursday, December 9, 2004, at the Radisson Hotel in Annapolis, Maryland.  Mr. Hamons stated 
that the forum will allow interested firms to present ideas for innovative reuse, and a panel will 
be present to critique the presentations.  Business models will also be presented.  Mr. Hamons 
encouraged everyone to attend and reported that a meeting Agenda and registration are available 
on the MPA’s website.  Anyone with questions was asked to contact Ms. Katrina Jones. 
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the information obtained from the forum will be used to make decisions 
as to how the State will move forward with identifying possible innovative reuse technologies for 
dredged material.   
 
Executive Committee Meeting 
Mr. Hamons stated that he distributed the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive 
Committee for review.  Only three sets of comments have been returned.  Mr. Hamons urged the 
Management Committee and Citizens’ Advisory Committee Members to review the report and 
provide any feedback or comments as soon as possible.  The Report will be presented to the 
Executive Committee during the next Executive Committee meeting on Thursday, December 16, 
2004.  Mr. Hamons stated that the meeting will take place at the Maryland Department of 
Transportation headquarters and was tentatively scheduled for 3:30 pm.  Mr. Hamons stated that 
an e-mail confirmation would be distributed when the meeting time is finalized.   
 
Next Meetings 
Ms. Flanigan reported that the next Citizens’ Advisory Committee meeting has been scheduled 
for Wednesday, January 12, 2005.  Mr. Hamons asked the Committee Members if they liked the 
joint meeting setup and would like to continue to hold a joint Management and Citizens Meeting 
once each year.  The Committee Members agreed. 
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DRAFT 
SUMMARY OF THE DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

JOINT CITIZENS’ ADVISORY AND MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 
November 22, 2005, 2:00 PM 

1800 Washington Boulevard, Aqua and Terra Rooms  
Baltimore, Maryland 

 
Attendees: 

Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay:  Charlie Conklin 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Management (DEPRM):  

Candy Croswell 
Baltimore Maritime Exchange:  David Stambaugh 
Blasland, Bouck, and Lee:  Tim Donegan 
Brookland and Curtis Bay Coalition:  Scott Stafford 
Coastal Watershed Resources Advisory Committee (CWRAC):  Greg Kappler 

    Cecil County:  John Williams 
Chesapeake Bay Yacht Club Association:  Don Burton 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee:  Francis Taylor, Fran Flanigan 
EA Engineering:  Jane Boraczek 
Ecologix Group:  Paul Massicot 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA): Dennis Urso, Jim Runion 
General Physics Corporation:  Sarah Coffey 
Greater Dundalk Community Council:  Thomas Kroen 
Maryland Conservation Council:  Mary Marsh 
Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE):  George Harman 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources:  Dave Goshorn 
Maryland Environmental Service:  Cecelia Donovan, Megan Simon, Tammy Banta, Stephanie 

Lindley, Stephanie Peters 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA): Frank Hamons, John Vasina, Nathaniel Brown, Bill 

Lear, Kathy Broadwater, Tricia Slawinski, Margie Hamby, Dave Bibo 
Maryland Saltwater Sportfishermen:  Richard Novotny 
Maryland Waterman’s Association:  Doug West 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Chesapeake Bay Office:  Peter 

Bergstrom  
Private Sector Port Coalition:  Bud Nixon 
T. Parker Host of Maryland, Private Sector Port Coalition:  Donald Carroll 
Turner Station:  Gloria Nelson 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District (CENAB):  Mark Mendelsohn, Jeffrey 

McKee 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Philadelphia District (CENAP): Chip DePrefontaine, Tim 

Rooney 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  Rebecca Packett, Dixie Birch, Bill Giese, Bob Zepp 
University of Maryland, Center for Environmental Science:  Don Boesch 
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Action Items: 
1. None. 

 
Statements for the Record: 

1. None. 
 

1.0 Convene, Welcome, Introductions Frank Hamons, Francis Taylor 
Mr. Taylor welcomed the attendees and asked that everyone introduce themselves.  Mr. Taylor 
welcomed both the Management Committee and Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) 
members.  Mr. Taylor requested comments or changes to the July 13, 2005 CAC meeting 
minutes.  A motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member seconded 
the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Hamons requested comments or changes to the September 9, 2005 Management Committee 
meeting minutes.  A motion was made to accept the minutes as written.  A committee member 
seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. 
 
2.0 Update on the Corps of Engineers DMMP Jeffrey McKee 
DMMP  
Mr. McKee reported that the DMMP was released to the public for review in February 2005.  
Public meetings were held on March 7 and 10, 2005.  The final DMMP Report was submitted to 
the Corps of Engineers’ Headquarters on September 20, 2005, and is currently undergoing 
Headquarters review.  Upon receipt and incorporation of Headquarters’s comments, a Record of 
Decision (ROD) is planned for completion in late December 2005 or early January 2006. 
 
Mr. McKee stated that the DMMP Report recommends continued maintenance of all Corps 
channels in Virginia and Maryland.  The report recommends continued use of the open water 
placement sites in the ocean (Dam Neck and Norfolk Site), and two open water locations in the 
lower Bay (Wolftrap and Rappahannock Deep).  The DMMP recommends optimizing the 
Maryland channel placement sites including Hart-Miller Island, Pooles Island, Poplar Island 
Environmental Restoration Project, and Cox Creek.  The report also recommends that the Corps 
initiate studies to construct multiple confined placement facilities for the placement of Inner 
Harbor dredged materials.  Additional recommendations include an expansion of Poplar Island 
and construction of a new mid-Bay Island.  The report also addresses the restoration of wetlands 
in Dorchester County at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge and surrounding areas, which will 
become the new Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.  Finally, the Report 
recommends that the Corps continue to pursue innovative uses of dredged material. 
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study 
Mr. McKee stated that the Poplar Island (PI) Expansion Study (PIES) has been conducted 
concurrently with the DMMP. The draft PIES report was released to the public for review on 
June 24, 2005.  Public meetings were held on the eastern shore of Maryland on July 19 and 20, 
2005.  The final Poplar Island General Reevaluation Report (GRR) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) was submitted to the Corps of Engineers’ Headquarters on September 8, 2005.   
The Headquarters was briefed at the Civil Works Review Board on September 22, 2005.  
Approval was received from the Board to go public with the document, and the document was 
released for State and Agency review on October 7, 2005.  The comment period closed on 
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November 7, 2005.  Comments were received from the Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Both agencies concurred 
with the report as written.  Mr. McKee stated that MDE indicated that additional design issues 
would be addressed during the pre-construction engineering and design (PED) phase of the 
project.  A Chief’s Report is expected in December 2005.   
 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES was not included in either the House or Senate’s markup of 
the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) 2005.  The Corps was attempting to include the 
PIES in the WRDA 2005 Conference Report with a contingent authorization.  Mr. McKee 
explained that a contingent authorization is language inserted for those projects that have not 
already been approved, stating that authorization is subject to the receipt of a favorable Chief’s 
Report by December 31, 2005.  Mr. McKee stated that a Chief’s Report for the PIES is expected 
to be received in time to comply with that deadline, and a ROD is expected to be completed in 
January 2006.  
 
WRDA 2005 
Mr. McKee explained his understanding that WRDA 2005 will not be passed.  Originally, an 
agreement was made amongst the Committee Chairmen that if Congress reconvened in 
December 2005, WRDA 2005 would be addressed.  Mr. McKee explained that Congress will 
convene in December, but WRDA will not be addressed due to Congress working on Defense 
appropriations.  The fall-back plan for WRDA was that it may be taken up by Congress in 
February 2006, thereby creating a new bill, WRDA 2006.  At this time, it is unknown if WRDA 
will be addressed when the Congress convenes in February 2006. 
 
Dr. Boesch questioned when the last WRDA was passed.  Mr. McKee stated that the last WRDA 
was passed in 2000.  Mr. Nixon questioned why no WRDA has been passed since 2000, as the 
Acts were supposed to be passed on a two-year frequency.  Mr. McKee explained that the 
WRDAs proposed since 2000 have included a great number of authorizations, some of which 
were contentious and contained language details that the Committees could not agree upon.  Mr. 
McKee stated that the Corps would like to include the Mid-Bay Island Project and PIES in 
WRDA 2006.  Having both projects authorized under WRDA 2006 would allow for both 
projects to continue on their original schedules.   
 
Mr. Nixon expressed concern over the fact that a WRDA has not been approved since 2000, and 
questioned what can be done to have a WRDA passed in 2006.  Mr. McKee stated that Congress 
is ultimately responsible for passing a WRDA, and noted that Congress has been very busy with 
other issues such as the war on terrorism and Hurricane Katrina.  Mr. Hamons stated that he 
recently attended a meeting for the American Association of Port Authorities and noted that 
other ports are experiencing the same problems awaiting a WRDA to be passed to authorize port 
projects.   
 
Poplar Island Expansion Study (Continued) 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES recommended a 575-acre northern lateral expansion 
combined with a 5-foot raising of the existing upland dikes.  The 575-acre expansion includes a 
130-acre open water embayment that was proposed by the National Marine Fisheries Service. 
The expansion area would be comprised of 29% wetlands and 47% uplands, providing an 
additional 28 million cubic yards (mcy) of capacity.  In addition, the EIS resolved a number of  
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outstanding issues and activities including the closure of Cell 6 (including a realignment of the 
southern access channel), installation of new piers and bulkheads at the southern end of the 
Island, and a new discharge structure.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the PIES recommended the acceptance of dredged material from the 
southern approaches north to the C&D Canal, which includes the reach from Pooles Island north 
to the Sassafras River.  This recommendation will address the capacity shortage that will result 
from the State Law-mandated closure of Pooles Island in 2010.    The original authorization for 
PI was very specific, accepting material only from channels in the Bay that were part of the 
Baltimore Harbor & Channels Project.  Therefore, the PIES includes a specific recommendation 
to accept dredged materials from the southern approach channels to the C&D Canal. 
 
Mr. McKee reported that the PIES also incorporates a number of recreational and educational 
components consistent with the goal of providing remote island habitat.  The existing cost 
estimate for PI is $376 million, and the expansion is estimated to cost an additional $242 million, 
for a total of $618 million.  The total cost would be a cost-share agreement comprised of 75% 
Federal funding and 25% funded by the MPA as a non-federal sponsor. 
 
Mr. McKee stated that several outstanding issues remain with regard to the embayment.  Issues 
to be resolved during the PED phase include final design size, location, and long-term 
maintenance.  Issues also were raised with regard to a borrow area located to the southwest of PI, 
outside of the footprint for the expansion.  The Corps will work in conjunction with the 
environmental agencies to minimize any potential impact of borrowing additional material 
outside of the original footprint. Loss of commercial crabbing bottom to the north was raised as 
an issue by watermen.  The Corps is working with the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) to open additional crabbing areas to compensate for the loss of crabbing 
bottom in the vicinity of PI.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the PIES includes a recommendation for no further potential expansion of 
PI.  Issues with viewshed and noise were raised by citizens on Jefferson Island, Coaches Island 
and the mainland.  The PI expansion was designed to minimize the noise and viewshed issues, 
including a recommendation to raise the existing dikes by only 5 feet.   
 
Mid-Bay Island Study 
Mr. McKee reported that the draft Mid-Bay Island Report is being finalized and will be 
submitted to Headquarters during the first week of December 2005.  The Report will be released 
to the public in February 2006, with two public meetings being held on the eastern shore in 
March 2006.  The planned schedule includes a final Feasibility Study (FS) report being 
submitted to Headquarters in June 2006, completion of a Chief’s Report in October 2006, and a 
ROD completed in November 2006.  The timeline should allow for the Study to be included in a 
WRDA 2006; or pending the receipt of a Chief’s report, the Study would be eligible for a 
contingent authorization.   
 
Mr. McKee stated that the Report includes a recommendation for a 2,070-acre site at James 
Island that will be comprised of 55% wetlands (approximately 1,140 acres), and 45% uplands 
(approximately 930 acres) with dikes that are 20-feet high. The shoreline stabilization including 
low-lying stone breakwaters, at Barren Island would provide a small amount of capacity to 
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accommodate several local dredging projects.   The project would provide between 78 and 95 
mcy of capacity, and would restore approximately 2,144 acres of habitat.  The project would also 
protect an additional 623 acres of existing island habitat, and 352 acres of critical submerged 
aquatic vegetation.  The cost of the Mid-Bay Island Project is approximately $1.7 billion, with a 
cost-share agreement comprised of 75% (approximately $1.2 billion) Federal funding and 25% 
(approximately $400 million) funded by the State of Maryland. 
 
Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration   
Mr. McKee stated that the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project includes upward of 
10,000 to 20,000 acres of potential marshland to be restored, and potentially in excess of 90 mcy 
of dredged material placement capacity.  The Energy and Water Development Appropriations 
Act, 2006 Conference Report that was recently passed by the House and Senate includes 
$245,000 to begin work on the project.  The funding was added under the Continuing Authorities 
Program (Section 206 for Ecosystem Restoration).  The funding will be used for the Corps to 
meet with the environmental agencies, MPA, and University of Maryland to set up a conference 
to scope out the study.  Mr. McKee explained that, due to the large nature of the project, future 
activities would have to be funded by including the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
project under the General Investigations program.  
 
Discussion 
Mr. West questioned the PIES Report including a recommendation for no further expansion of 
the Island, and expressed concern that PI could not be used in the future if a capacity shortage 
exists.  Mr. McKee explained that, when looking for possible placement locations, one of the 
policies of the Corps of Engineers is to evaluate the existing sites first for expansion.  This policy 
was acknowledged in the Report.  Mr. McKee stated that, because PI is an environmental 
restoration project, and no additional environmental benefits would be accrued as a result of 
additional expansion, the Report included a recommendation for no further expansion of the 
Island.  The recommendation was also included to acknowledge the concerns expressed by 
citizens groups and environmental agencies in regard to possible future expansions of the Island.  
 
Dr. Williams stated that the costs provided by Mr. McKee for the PI expansion and the Mid-Bay 
Island project would equate out to approximately $8.65 per cubic yard for PI and between $18 
and $22 per cubic yard for the Mid-Bay Island project.  Dr. Williams asked for an explanation 
for the large cost difference between the projects.  Mr. McKee explained environmental 
restoration projects are authorized and cost-shared based on a placement location that is either a 
base plan or a Federal standard.  The incremental increase in cost resulting from constructing, 
operating, and managing the site and transporting the dredged material to another location other 
than the base plan is the amount of funding that is cost-shared (75%/25%) between the Federal 
Government and a non-Federal sponsor.  Mr. McKee noted that the Mid-Bay Island project is 
located further south than PI, resulting in additional transportation costs.  Additional costs for the 
Mid-Bay Island project result from the fact that it is a new project, as opposed to an expansion of 
an existing project, and the shoreline stabilization at Barren Island, which provides very little 
dredged material capacity, will make the cost higher as well.  
 
3.0 Update on Blackwater Dixie Birch, USFWS 
Ms. Birch provided a presentation on the wetland restoration at the Blackwater National Wildlife 
Refuge.  The Refuge is located approximately 60 miles east of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge by 
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land, and 10 miles west of Cambridge, Maryland.  The 28,000-acre Refuge complex was 
established in 1933 and is comprised of approximately one-third each of marsh, forest and water. 
Ms. Birch provided detailed information with regard to the significance of wetlands, marsh loss, 
past efforts to restore the wetlands at Blackwater, the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) 
for restoring wetlands to the original 1933 conditions, and the possible use of dredged materials 
to restore wetlands.  Ms. Birch stated that copies of her presentation could be provided to any 
interested meeting attendees.    
 
Ms. Birch noted that several committees have been formed to assist with the project including a 
Blackwater Restoration Subgroup, Technical Work Group, and a Citizens Advisory Group.  She 
invited anyone who was interested in joining one of the committees or in recommending 
someone who might be interested in joining to contact her.  A National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Geodetic and Tides workshop was held at Blackwater in 
September 2005.  The workshop attendees installed 29 permanent benchmarks to be used in 
developing accurate elevations in the marshlands.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that a recent article in the newspaper discussed a large development in the 
area near Blackwater.  Mr. Hamons questioned if the proposed development would have impacts 
on the Blackwater restoration.  Ms. Birch stated that the proposed development would involve 
approximately 3,200 new homes and a golf course.  Construction activities could potentially 
impact the Little Blackwater River and the surrounding areas.  Mr. Giese added that stormwater 
management issues could arise as a result of the development.   
 
Mr. Nixon asked for a cost per cubic yard for the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project.  Ms. Birch stated that rough estimates approximate the cost for restoration from $20 to 
$40 per cubic yard.   Ms. Birch stressed that detailed cost estimates for the project have not yet 
been completed.  Mr. Hamons reiterated that the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration 
Project is a new type of dredged material placement project than has been done in the past.  As a 
result many questions remain as to the scope of the project and information that needs to be 
obtained in order to proceed with the project.  Mr. Hamons stated that the proposed conference 
will develop a list of questions that need to be answered, issues that will need to be resolved, and 
develop the scope of the project needed to move forward.   
 
4.0 Update on the State’s DMMP Frank Hamons 
Harbor Options Feasibility Studies and Community Enhancements 
Mr. Hamons reported that the construction of an unloading pier at Cox Creek would be 
completed in December 2005.  Upon completion of the pier (with the exception of raising the 
existing dike) renovation of the site will be complete.  Cox Creek will provide 6 mcy of total 
placement capacity and 0.5 mcy of annual capacity.  The first material to be placed at the site 
will come from small projects in the Annapolis Harbor, the Baltimore Harbor (to enable the 
Volvo race), and the Annapolis Coast Guard station.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that other options identified by the Harbor Team for consideration included 
Masonville, BP Fairfield and Sparrows Point.  In February 2005, the interim FS for Masonville 
and Sparrows Point was completed.  The reconnaissance study for BP Fairfield was completed in 
March 2005.  The Masonville draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and FS is planned for 
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completion in December 2005, with the final EIS and FS planned for completion in March 2006.  
The draft FS for BP Fairfield and Sparrows Point will be complete in January or February 2006.   
 
Mr. Hamons explained that, based on approval from the Executive Committee, Masonville will 
be completed first as the placement site for Inner Harbor dredged materials.  The MPA owns the 
Masonville location, eliminating any ownership complications.  Another issue making 
Masonville more favorable is the existing legislation that would have to be amended to proceed 
with a project at Sparrows Point.  The Sparrows Point site is located within the 5-mile radius of 
the Hart-Miller Island (HMI)/Pleasure Island chain.  Current legislation prohibits permitted 
dredged material placement facilities within a 5-mile radius of HMI/Pleasure Island.  Mr. 
Hamons noted that after a complete package is assembled for Sparrows Point including facility 
design and community enhancements, efforts can begin to change the current Legislation.   
 
Mr. Hamons stated that the Sparrows Point location has potential for larger overall capacity and 
much longer operational life than the Masonville or BP Fairfield locations.  The Masonville 
location would provide approximately 0.5 mcy of annual capacity, and approximately 16 mcy of 
total capacity.  Mr. Hamons explained that the annual capacity of a site depends on the size of 
the facility, or acreage that can be used for the placement of dredged material.  Each site can take 
approximately 3 feet of dredged material each year for placement and dewatering.  The total 
capacity of a site depends on the elevation or depth of the space where dredged material will be 
placed.   The Cox Creek facility also provides an annual capacity of approximately 0.5 mcy.  Mr. 
Hamons stressed that approximately 1.5 mcy of placement capacity is required to accept the 
Inner Harbor dredged materials each year.   
 
Mr. Carroll questioned the capacity of the BP Fairfield location.  Mr. Hamons stated that the 
annual capacity for the BP Fairfield location is estimated at 0.5 mcy, with a total capacity 
ranging from 14 to 16 mcy.   
 
Mr. Nixon noted that, based on annual dredging needs for Inner Harbor dredged materials, three 
sites would be needed to accept the material.  Mr. Hamons agreed that three sites would be 
required to provide enough capacity for the annual dredging need.  Mr. Nixon expressed concern 
that if the three sites are not implemented, that some dredging projects would have to cease or 
one of the placement locations would have to be overloaded.  Mr. Hamons agreed. 
 
5.0 Innovative Reuse Frank Hamons 
Mr. Hamons reported that the MPA has developed an initial list of suggested names for members 
to be included on the innovative reuse committee, as well as a list of affiliations from which it 
would be desirable to obtain potential members.   The list of potential members was compiled 
based on suggestions from CAC and Management Committee Members.  The list of potential 
committee members will be finalized in December 2005, and the first committee meeting will 
likely be scheduled after January 1, 2006.   
  
6.0 Discussion of the Draft Annual Report from the Management Don Boesch 

Committee to the Executive Committee 
Dr. Boesch provided copies of the Management Committee’s Report to the Executive Committee 
to all meeting attendees.  Dr. Boesch stated that the Report contains sections addressing the 
progress completed for the DMMP during 2005, and recommendations of what actions will be 
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completed during 2006.  Issues being carried forward from 2005 include issues involving 
innovative reuse, Baltimore Harbor Channels (HMI, Masonville, Sparrows Point, BP Fairfield, 
and contingency planning), Bay Channels (PIES, Mid-Bay Islands, and Chesapeake Bay 
Marshlands Restoration Project), and Management Programs.  
 
Dr. Boesch noted the recommendations that will need special attention of all DMMP committees 
during 2006.  The recommendations include the initiation of the innovative reuse committee; 
continued discussions with community representatives and other stakeholders on the end use and 
closure plan for the north cell of HMI, the Masonville and Fairfield placement facility projects 
and their community enhancements, and the study of a potential Sparrows Point placement 
facility including community enhancements; permitting, design, and construction of the 
Masonville placement facility; and continued efforts to obtain Federal funding for the PI 
expansion project and the Mid-Bay Island project.   
 
Dr. Williams expressed concern that the recommendation for obtaining Federal funding does not 
address the other 25% cost-share that would be provided by the State of Maryland.  Dr. Boesch 
agreed, and noted that the State representatives should be made aware that State funding would 
be required to move the projects forward.  The language of the recommendation within the 
Report will be changed to reflect the need for both Federal and State funding.    
 
Mr. Kappler questioned if the need for a change to Legislation for implementation of a project at 
Sparrows Point should be included in the list of recommendations needing special attention 
during 2006.  Mr. Hamons explained that the preliminary preparation studies for the Sparrows 
Point project (i.e. engineering and design, community enhancements) need to be completed 
before the change in Legislation is initiated.  Mr. Hamons suggested that the recommendation for 
a Legislative change should be included on the high-priority list for 2007.   
 
7.0 Report from Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting Fran Taylor 
Mr. Taylor expressed the CAC’s support of the projects being recommended in the Management 
Committee’s Report to the Executive Committee.  Mr. Taylor stated that the CAC has continued 
community outreach efforts in an attempt to include communities that could be affected by 
DMMP projects, and have not been involved in the process.  Representatives from several new 
community groups have joined the CAC, and several tours were conducted to provide insight 
into DMMP projects. 
 
Mr. Taylor expressed his enthusiasm about the MPA’s www.safepassage.org website.  Mr. 
Taylor stated that the website is very informative and has incorporated several new sections 
providing access to reports and presentations discussed during DMMP committee meetings.  Mr. 
Taylor encouraged all meeting attendees to visit www.safepassage.org for additional 
information.   
 
Mr. Taylor reported that the proposed 2006 meeting schedule for CAC meetings includes:  
January 11, March 15, May 10, July 12, and September 13, 2006.  A joint Management 
Committee and CAC Meeting has been scheduled for November 15, 2006 
 
8.0 Report from BEWG Jeff Halka 
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Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG is still involved with and has kept up to date with both the 
Corps and State DMMP activities.  The BEWG has also been focusing on the mitigation 
proposals for the Masonville project; upcoming mitigation efforts for Sparrows Point and 
Fairfield; and discussing the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands Restoration project.   
 
The last several BEWG meetings have focused on the Masonville project.  Technical reports and 
studies have been reviewed to increase the knowledge base of the group and determine if any 
data gaps exist.   
 
Mr. Halka reported that the last BEWG meeting involved the ranking of the eight offsite 
recommended mitigation options being proposed for the Masonville project.  The options were 
ranked as high, middle, or low priority.  The top priority for reasonable mitigation alternatives 
involved eel and fish passages, primarily on the Patapsco River, and including a hatchery 
upgrade and enhanced stocking for herring and shad.  Another high priority alternative involves 
a proposal to put trash interceptors at the major outfalls of the Harbor.  The middle priority group 
of alternatives included stream restoration efforts in Baltimore City, two projects on Western 
Run (a tributary to Jones Falls), and an upgrade of the stormwater outfall on the Gwynns Falls.  
The middle priority grouping involves projects that will reduce the sediment load entering the 
Harbor.  The low priority group of alternatives included marsh restoration mitigation project on 
another tributary to the Gwynns Falls, and a project involving environmental dredging or 
capping of contaminated sediments in the Inner Harbor.  The latter project was placed in low 
priority due to the limited amount of information known about the alternative.  Further 
consideration can be given to the alternative as information becomes available.   
 
Mr. Halka stated that the mitigation efforts for the Sparrows Point and Fairfield locations have 
not yet been defined.  The BEWG has kept abreast on the potential projects, but not enough 
information is available to fully evaluate the alternatives. Mr. Halka stated that mitigation efforts 
for the Fairfield site might closely resemble the mitigation projects being proposed for the 
Masonville location.  The Sparrows Point mitigation projects could involve shoreline restoration. 
 
Mr. Halka reported that the BEWG has been briefed on the Chesapeake Bay Marshlands 
Restoration project.  The BEWG members have collectively agreed to stay involved in the 
project as it moves forward, possibly through the creation of a subgroup to focus solely on the 
Marshlands Restoration project.  
 
9.0 General Discussion and Proposed Schedule for Future Meetings  
Mr. Nixon suggested scheduling a Management Committee meeting at the Blackwater National 
Wildlife Refuge so that committee members can see the facility and the wetland areas.  Ms. 
Birch agreed, stating that the Refuge does have a conference room available to hold a meeting.  
Mr. Hamons stated that he would investigate the possibility of holding a future Management 
Committee Meeting at Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge.   Ms. Birch also invited all meeting 
attendees to attend Blackwater’s Annual Science Partnership Meeting on March 8, 2006.   
 
Mr. Hamons reported that he recently returned from a conference with the American Association 
of Port Authorities.  During the conference Mr. Hamons explained the State of Maryland’s 
DMMP system including the committee structure involving the Executive Committee, 
Management Committee, CAC, BEWG, and Harbor Team.  Many other ports expressed interest 
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in the process that the MPA is using and the progress that is being made towards identifying 
potential placement locations for dredged material.  Mr. Hamons thanked all committee members 
for their efforts in making the State’s DMMP a success.   
 
Citizens’ Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule 
As previously discussed by Mr. Taylor, the 2006 schedule for CAC meetings includes:  January 
11, March 15, May 10, July 12, and September 13, 2006.  A joint Management Committee and 
CAC Meeting has been scheduled for November 15, 2006.   
 
Management Committee Meeting Schedule 
Mr. Hamons reported that the 2006 meeting schedule for the Management Committee includes:  
February 15, May 17, and August 16, 2006, in addition to the joint Management Committee and 
CAC meeting scheduled for November 15, 2006. 
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 1                     MASONVILLE DMCF 

 2                  PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

 3        PRESENTED BY MARYLAND PORT ADMINISTRATION

 4                      

 5                    ------------------

 6            Meeting in the above-captioned matter was 

 7  taken on Wednesday, June 15, 2005, at the Harbor 

 8  Hospital, 3001 South Hanover Street, Baltimore, 

 9  Maryland, commencing at 6:45 p.m. before Carol T. 

10  Lucic, Notary Public. 

11                    ------------------
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 1            MS. VINE:  Ladies and gentlemen, I know we're 

 2  a little bit early, but there was some confusion about 

 3  when the meeting actually started, so in recognition of 

 4  those people who have been here since 6 o'clock, we're 

 5  going to go ahead and get started.  As other people 

 6  come in and they're interested in speaking, we'll also 

 7  recognize them, but we're going to go ahead and get 

 8  started.

 9            I want to welcome you this evening to this 
Page 1
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10  public meeting.  My name is Janet Vine, and I'm chief 

11  of the regulatory branch for the U.S. Army Corps of 

12  Engineers Baltimore District.  It's the responsibility 

13  of my office to evaluate applications for Department of 

14  the Army permits for work in waters of the United 

15  States including wetlands.  Our authority for these 

16  permits comes from Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 

17  Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

18            In December 2005 we're expecting to get an 

19  application from the Maryland Port Administration for a 

20  Department of the Army permit to construct a disposal 

21  site in the Middle Branch of the Patapsco River at 

�                                                               Page 

 1  Masonville in Baltimore City.  This disposal site would 

 2  be used to contain dredged material from the Baltimore 

 3  Harbor area.  From discussions that my staff has had 

 4  with the Maryland Port Administration we expect the 

 5  project as currently proposed to impact approximately 

 6  120 acres of water in the Middle Branch.  

 7            Because of this relatively large impact to 

 8  waters under the Corps' jurisdiction, we've determined 

 9  that the project as currently proposed may have 

10  significant impacts on the quality of the human 

11  environment and that preparation of an environmental 

12  impact statement is required in accordance with the 

13  National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA.

14            Let me take a minute here to explain a little 

15  bit about NEPA.  NEPA went into effect as a federal law 

16  in 1970, and the goal of NEPA is to build into the 

17  Agency decision-making process an appropriate and 

18  careful consideration of all environmental aspects of 
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19  proposed actions.  NEPA reviews are required for any 

20  major federal action including actions that require a 

21  Corps permit.  
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 1            Within NEPA there is a process called the 

 2  environmental impact statement or EIS.  An EIS is 

 3  prepared by the federal agency, and it reviews the 

 4  purpose and need of the proposed action, evaluates 

 5  reasonable alternatives, and analyzes the environmental 

 6  consequences of that action.  In doing so an EIS 

 7  assists officials in making better decisions and 

 8  planning actions.  

 9            Under the EIS some of the environmental 

10  factors that we will be considering include wetlands, 

11  water quality, air quality, fish and wildlife 

12  resources, endangered species, navigation, cultural 

13  resources, and human health and safety.  

14            There are several steps to the EIS process.  

15  It begins with publication in the Federal Register of 

16  the NEPA notice of intent to prepare a draft EIS.  This 

17  notice of intent for this particular project was 

18  published in the May 26, 2005, issue of the Federal 

19  Register.  The purpose of the notice of intent is to 

20  notify the public that the federal agency, in this case 

21  the Corps, will be preparing a NEPA document, which is 
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 1  the EIS, to evaluate impacts associated with the 

 2  proposed action, in this case construction of a 

 3  disposal site at Masonville.

 4            The second step is where we are tonight, the 

 5  public scoping meeting.  The purpose of this meeting is 
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 6  to invite you, the public, to comment on the purpose 

 7  and extent of the study and to identify significant 

 8  issues.  

 9            The third step is preparation of a draft EIS, 

10  which evaluates the proposed project in light of the 

11  project need, reasonable alternatives, and 

12  environmental consequences.  

13            The draft EIS is then submitted for public 

14  review and comment for a minimum of 45 days.  Based on 

15  the comments that we receive the draft EIS is revised 

16  and becomes the final EIS.  

17            Then the final step in the EIS process is 

18  preparation of a record of decision or ROD, and the ROD 

19  formally summarizes the EIS analysis.  

20            So the purpose of tonight's meeting is to 

21  inform you of this project, to allow you an opportunity 
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 1  to provide us with any comments to be included and 

 2  addressed in the draft EIS, and your comments are 

 3  important in our preparation of this document.  

 4            As I said, we anticipate receiving the 

 5  application for this project from MPA in December of 

 6  this year, and at the same time we expect the draft EIS 

 7  to be completed.  The Corps will advertise the project 

 8  on a public notice inviting comments, and this notice 

 9  will also include information on the date, time, and 

10  location of a public hearing for the project.

11            Now I'm going to move on to a little bit 

12  about just the logistics of how this meeting will work 

13  tonight.  First I'll call on Frank Hamons, deputy 

14  director for harbor development for the Maryland Port 

15  Administration, and he will make a presentation on the 
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16  project.  After he speaks I'll call on any elected 

17  officials or their representatives to make a statement, 

18  and then I'll call on those of you who indicated that 

19  you wish to speak.  

20            Any people who are speaking please use the 

21  microphone there in the front of the room.  Because 
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 1  we're recording the meeting tonight, we will need you 

 2  to state your name and your address and limit your 

 3  remarks to about five minutes.  We don't permit 

 4  cross-examination of the speakers, but you may pose 

 5  questions as part of your statement, and either MPA or 

 6  the Corps will address those questions.  We have the 

 7  room until 9:30 tonight, so we need to finish by then.

 8            Those of you who indicated on the sign-in 

 9  slips that you would like a copy of the transcript of 

10  tonight's meeting will be given an opportunity to 

11  purchase that at cost.  Also the same is true if you 

12  would like a copy of the draft EIS when that's 

13  prepared.  If you didn't indicate that you want copies 

14  of that material, but you still would like it, just let 

15  either a Corps representative or MPA representative 

16  know, and we'll make sure that happens.

17            The comment period for this meeting will 

18  remain open until July 15, 2005.  Between now and then 

19  you can submit written comments to be entered into the 

20  meeting record.  

21            That's it for me.  I think Frank is up next.
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 1            MR. HAMONS:  I am Frank Hamons.  I will give 

 2  the first part of this presentation, and then I will 
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 3  introduce Jane Boraczek here, who is a scientist who is 

 4  working on this project with us, too, and she will do 

 5  the second half -- actually probably the second 

 6  two-thirds of the presentation, and then I'll wrap it 

 7  up briefly at the end.

 8            What we're going to present to you tonight 

 9  will deal with public outreach and option 

10  identification.  We'll talk a little bit about what is 

11  dredging and why we need to dredge, the need for new 

12  harbor placement options, environmental and engineering 

13  studies that are ongoing at this time, the Masonville 

14  project itself impacts and mitigation, and public 

15  input.

16            We set it up this way for a reason.  The 

17  state dredged material management program option 

18  identification is a long history of options studied 

19  since about 1982, and we have had some projects that 

20  went forward well; we have had some that have been very 

21  controversial.  So over the years we've tried to learn 
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 1  exactly how to do this the best way possible.  We got a 

 2  real impetus when the legislature passed the Dredged 

 3  Material Management Act of 2001 because they tasked us 

 4  at that point in time to provide a plan for 20 years of 

 5  dredged material placement capacity for the Port of 

 6  Baltimore.  

 7            We decided that we had to do something this 

 8  time.  This has been a unique process, and that's why 

 9  we put it up front, that community and stakeholder 

10  involvement was paramount.  You had to do this from the 

11  start.  You didn't want anybody surprised.  You wanted 
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12  them working with you to the extent that you recommend 

13  what options should go forward and recommend even 

14  design features, everything.  So we plan this to be a 

15  totally open process.  

16            We have several committees that are involved 

17  here.  We have a citizens advisory committee that's 

18  part of this DMMP process, and that has people in it 

19  that goes anywhere from Anne Arundel County up to Cecil 

20  County and down to Dorchester County on the Eastern 

21  Shore working with us, but the DMMP remember also does 

�                                                               Page 1

 1  not just the harbor, but the bay channels.  

 2            The management committee has people in it, 

 3  policy level people, from various state and central 

 4  agencies and some large conservation associations like 

 5  the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, and they evaluate the 

 6  projects.  The executive committee has a citizen on 

 7  there that came from the Dredged Material Management 

 8  Act of 2001.  It has three state secretaries involved 

 9  there, the Secretary of Transportation, Secretary of 

10  the Environment, and the Secretary of Natural 

11  Resources.  It has a representative of the Chesapeake 

12  Bay Foundation on there and it has a liaison from the 

13  management committee on that committee.  

14            Then there is the Harbor Team.  The Harbor 

15  Team is kind of special.  The Harbor Team was put 

16  together from all of those jurisdictions and 

17  communities that surround Baltimore Harbor, Baltimore 

18  County, Baltimore City, Anne Arundel County, and a lot 

19  of the various communities around here.  This is the 

20  Harbor Team.  

21            These are organizations that are represented 
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 1  in the Harbor Team:  Anne Arundel County, Baltimore 

 2  City, Baltimore County, Baltimore Harbor Watershed 

 3  Association, Mittal Steel -- well, that has gone from 

 4  Bethlehem Steel -- right now it's Mittal Steel, 

 5  Brooklyn-Curtis Bay Coalition, Domino Sugar Refining, 

 6  Dundalk Area Citizens, Dundalk Renaissance Corporation, 

 7  Living Classrooms Foundation, Maryland Pilots 

 8  Association, National Aquarium in Baltimore, North 

 9  County Land Trust-Cox Creek Citizens Committee, North 

10  Point Peninsula Community Council, Patapsco Back Rivers 

11  Tributary Team, Rukert Terminals, Turner Station 

12  Community Association, W.R. Grace.  

13            So we had a very broad representation of 

14  interests and citizens on there, and anyone who wanted 

15  to come to this Harbor Team was welcome to do it.  

16  Everyone who wanted to participate has, and if there is 

17  anyone here who hasn't participated before and would 

18  like to, this team still meets.  

19            This team met every three weeks in 2003 from 

20  March to October, and the task that the team was given 

21  was this:  We basically said, hey, we've come up with a 
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 1  lot of options in the past.  A lot of people didn't 

 2  like them.  So what we want you to do is help us figure 

 3  out what do we do here if you agree that the harbor 

 4  needs to be dredged to keep the port going, and they 

 5  did.  

 6            What we did was we started with about 52 

 7  options in this area and narrowed it down to three.  

 8  I'll show you how that happens a little bit later, but 
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 9  the point I wanted to make was this:  This has been an 

10  open, collaborative process.  It will remain an open, 

11  collaborative process until the very end.  Whatever 

12  happens here, it will go to the point where it's 

13  constructed and becomes operational.  In any case the 

14  Harbor Team continues to meet.  Right now it's meeting 

15  every three months, and if there is anyone here who is 

16  interested, give us your name and we'll make sure that 

17  you get notices.

18            Basically just to explain what we have to do, 

19  what is dredging, removal of sediment from shipping 

20  channels, and this just shows a couple of dredges in 

21  action and shows simply -- these are all bucket and 
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 1  scows, and that's how most of the dredging is done 

 2  here.  It's pulled up from the bottom by a bucket, put 

 3  in a scow, taken to wherever you're going to put it, 

 4  and you can unload it either the same way with a bucket 

 5  or you can pump it in.  Most of the time it gets pumped 

 6  in around here, but sometimes it's unloaded 

 7  mechanically.  

 8            Where does it come from?  It flows into the 

 9  bay from a variety of sources, and some of it is in the 

10  bay itself.  You have natural processes, freezing and 

11  thawing, flowing water, storm events.  A lot of it 

12  comes down the Susquehanna and comes in.  This is an 

13  area called turbidity maximum of the bay, and every 

14  time there is a tidal cycle there is sediment moving in 

15  the bottom of the bay all the time.  In fact, there is 

16  probably as much moving with each tidal cycle as there 

17  is that comes in almost every year, and that migrates 
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18  eventually towards the deepest water around, and that 

19  usually is the channel.  So if it goes in the channel, 

20  we're going to have to take it back out.  

21            About 75% of the dredging we do is just 
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 1  maintaining the channels from the sediment that goes in 

 2  from sources like this.  Wind and wave action, that's 

 3  the redistribution within the bay.  Land use practices, 

 4  development, agriculture, and construction, we get some 

 5  from that.  Channels are dredged to provide safe 

 6  passage and allow vessels to continue to use the port.  

 7  You don't want vessels hitting the bottom.  That's a 

 8  no-no.

 9            Why do we dredge?  Well, we dredge for the 

10  Port of Baltimore right now to keep it going.  Maryland 

11  economic benefits, these are 2003 statistics.  They're 

12  the newest that we have.  There are over 33,730 direct, 

13  induced, and indirect jobs associated with the port, 2 

14  billion in personal wage and salary income, 1.5 billion 

15  in business revenues, 782 million in local business 

16  purchases, 221 million in state, county, and municipal 

17  tax receipts, 507 million in Federal U.S. Customs 

18  receipts.  That's the economic reason why we are here 

19  tonight actually.

20            These are the channels that we're talking 

21  about.  We're talking right now tonight about harbor 
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 1  channels.  We're not talking about channels in the 

 2  bay.  These are the channels in blue.  This is the main 

 3  navigation channel, Brewerton Channel, Curtis Bay, Fort 

 4  McHenry, Ferry Bar, east channel, west channel, which 
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 5  is going up.  The Inner Harbor is up in here.

 6            The harbor channel management challenges.  

 7  Why are we looking to build another site?  The annual 

 8  dredging need in the harbor is about 1-1/2 million 

 9  cubic yards a year, and right now that goes to 

10  Hart-Miller Island.  We're in pretty good shape there.  

11  Hart-Miller Island can take up to about 3 million yards 

12  a year, but it's a very large site.  

13            It says here majority of the existing harbor 

14  capacity will soon be exhausted.  Actually Hart-Miller 

15  by law has to close at the end of 2009, so December 31 

16  Hart-Miller shuts down, and then we have to look for 

17  other places, and this is part of that search for other 

18  places.  

19            Potential contamination of material must be 

20  confined to proposed options within harbor.  The 

21  Maryland state law says if the material comes from a 
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 1  line drawn from North Point to Rock Point, basically 

 2  the mouth of the Patapsco, it must be considered to be 

 3  contaminated and cannot be placed in the open waters of 

 4  the Chesapeake Bay or its tidal tributaries.  That 

 5  makes it easy because you know you're going to have to 

 6  confine the stuff from the harbor.  It's not accurate, 

 7  though, in terms of material in the harbor can be as 

 8  clean as material in the bay or very contaminated, 

 9  depending on where it comes from.  If it comes from 

10  some of the existing industries that have been around 

11  for a long time, it can be quite contaminated.  If it 

12  comes out of the channels, we find that the quality of 

13  the material that comes out of the channel in terms of 

14  contamination is about the same as what you dredge from 
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15  the middle of the bay.  

16            So you get the whole range in here.  You can 

17  get a little bit of everything.  Now the law says you 

18  have to contain it.  We need a new placement site by 

19  2008.  I'll show you why.  

20            This chart is not difficult to understand at 

21  all.  This is Hart-Miller, and this is where it's going 
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 1  right now.  We can put 2.7 million cubic yards a year 

 2  in there without overloading.  We have to cap or cover 

 3  Hart-Miller Island.  We have to develop that.  

 4  Hart-Miller will be developed as a wildlife and 

 5  recreational area.  The recreational area is basically 

 6  for people to observe wildlife, hiking and biking 

 7  trails, things like that.  

 8            If we have to do that, we may have to do that 

 9  for two years using material from other than Baltimore 

10  Harbor.  If that is the case then, Baltimore Harbor 

11  will stop going to Hart-Miller after 2007.  That's 

12  right here.  

13            We have a site right now at Cox Creek, which 

14  is on the other side of the Key Bridge.  We've just 

15  finished renovating that, and we're building a pier 

16  there now, and that will be ready in December, so we 

17  can start using that site.  That's good, but the annual 

18  inflow can be about half a million yards a year, and 

19  that's a lot short of the million and a half that gets 

20  dredged.  So we need another site.  

21            Assuming that this cap cover has to happen, 
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 1  and we've promised that it would one way or another, 
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 2  then you need to bring another option on line here in 

 3  2008.  That's why I said we need the next option by 

 4  2008.  If it's Masonville, and that's what we're 

 5  looking at, then that's another half million.  So we're 

 6  still short a bit, and we would need something else out 

 7  here, Option 2, somewhere around 2012 or 13.

 8            When we started to work, we went and looked 

 9  at all of the studies that have been done before, and 

10  here is a list of most of them.  We didn't show you all 

11  of those options because they were all here and 

12  everything else.  There were over 50 options to start 

13  with, and we started working with the Harbor Team and 

14  said, okay, you tell us what you recommend and we'll 

15  pare this down.  

16            The initial short list produced a seed list 

17  which had seven different locations on it, and then 

18  that got further reduced by the Harbor Team, and what 

19  the Harbor Team actually ended up recommending were 

20  three sites for further studies.  Well, renovation and 

21  operation of Cox Creek they recommended also, but that 
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 1  was an existing site.  So then further studies, 

 2  Masonville, Sparrows Point, and BP Fairfield.  

 3            Now, there were conditions here, community 

 4  enhancements.  Community representatives on the Harbor 

 5  Team basically said if you're going to be doing 

 6  something in our area near our communities and our 

 7  neighborhoods, we want to get something out of this 

 8  project, and we want these community enhancements to be 

 9  included and they have to be part of the project and 

10  they have to stay part of the project from start to 
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11  finish.  So we agreed to that.  

12            One was interesting because some communities 

13  around Sparrows Point -- there is a law right now that 

14  says you can't build -- it says that the State can't 

15  permit a site within five miles of the Hart 

16  Miller-Pleasure Island chain, and that came out of some 

17  Baltimore County communities that said Hart-Miller is 

18  here and that's enough.  So we had some of those same 

19  communities represented on the Harbor Team, and they 

20  recommended Sparrows Point as an option for further 

21  study.  
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 1            Basically we were told if the communities 

 2  get the enhancements they're looking for, then we will 

 3  recommend a law change.  We had some elected officials 

 4  say if the community backs you on this, then we will 

 5  consider that.  If you don't have the community with 

 6  you, then it doesn't work.  That is just to show you 

 7  how this process worked.  

 8            I was very impressed with the Harbor Team.  

 9  I've paid for people who didn't work as hard as they 

10  did, and they were doing it for nothing.  I'm very 

11  serious.  They worked very hard.  

12            They also recommended innovative use of 

13  dredged material because they also said you're going to 

14  run out of places where you can dike it in and build 

15  things with it.  You need to do something else with it, 

16  so we want you to look at innovative use of dredged 

17  material to see if you can't make things out of it that 

18  will be useful so that you can continue to do this into 

19  the foreseeable future.  

20            We have been looking into that, and we will 
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21  continue to look into that.  The biggest problem here 

�                                                               Page 2

 1  is that you can build a dike enclosure, you can 

 2  renovate islands such as we're doing at Poplar Island 

 3  and other things, and you can do that for 10 or 12 

 4  dollars a yard, maybe even 15 or more. 

 5            So far the best we've seen working here with 

 6  innovative use of dredged material is about $57 a yard, 

 7  which makes it difficult if you're talking about 

 8  dredging overall say in the harbor a million and a 

 9  half.  If you multiply that times 10 and then you 

10  multiply it times 57, you see the difference in the 

11  cost here, and that makes it a difficulty, but someone 

12  is going to come up with a way one of these days to do 

13  it more cost effectively, and we want to be there when 

14  they do.

15            The sites that were recommended:  Masonville, 

16  which is the one we're here to talk about tonight; BP 

17  Fairfield, which is down at the mouth of Curtis Bay, as 

18  you can see; and Sparrows Point.  The blue that you see 

19  here represents an outline of the concept for each of 

20  those sites as it currently stands.  Existing sites are 

21  also on here, as you can see, in this sort of -- I 
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 1  guess you can call that an orange, a burnt orange, I 

 2  guess.  That's a good description of that.  So Cox 

 3  Creek is here and Hart-Miller is out here, the sites 

 4  that I have been talking about.

 5            We are talking about Masonville first.  Why 

 6  Masonville first?  Well, there are several reasons.  

 7  There was already some work going on at Masonville.  We 
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 8  had studies that were already underway, so we're 

 9  further ahead.  We also own the Masonville property.  

10  The other two properties are owned by someone else, so 

11  you have ownership issues, what can you do, and you 

12  have to deal with those issues.  In the case, of 

13  course, of Sparrows Point there is a legal issue that 

14  would have to be addressed.  

15            Number two is we've gotten very good 

16  community support up to this point for the Masonville 

17  project and the cove improvements.  That's another 

18  reason why it's first, ecological and community 

19  enhancement.  We are talking about Masonville Cove.  I 

20  assume a lot of you probably know where that is.  It's 

21  right beside the existing Masonville site.  
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 1            At this point in time what I want to do is to 

 2  switch over to Jane Boraczek.  Jane will explain to you 

 3  a lot about the studies that are going on, the 

 4  community enhancements, and what is being proposed to 

 5  occur in Masonville Cove.  When she does that, I would 

 6  like you to understand, too, that all of the 

 7  enhancements that you see came from citizens.  None of 

 8  these came from the MPA.  This is community generated 

 9  100%.  

10            MS. BORACZEK:  Hi, I'm Jane Boraczek.  I've 

11  met a lot of you through the Harbor Team.  For those of 

12  you who don't know me, I work for EA Engineering, and 

13  we're one of the companies on a much larger team of 

14  engineers and scientists that have been looking not 

15  just at Masonville, but at all of the sites that were 

16  recommended by the Harbor Team.  
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17            Actually a little bit before the Harbor Team 

18  had made their final recommendations, but at the point 

19  where they were doing their screening that team 

20  launched into a set of studies to look at existing 

21  conditions as well as some of the other factors that we 
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 1  would need to evaluate in order to develop sites.  

 2            The ecological are listed there on the top.  

 3  We looked at sediment and water quality, the aquatic 

 4  community and fisheries -- that's the stuff that lives 

 5  in the bottom and how the fish are using the site -- 

 6  the terrestrial characteristics, the plants and the 

 7  animals.  We had a separate study going on to look at 

 8  the potential for archeological or historical resources 

 9  because whenever you're going to dig up the bottom, 

10  there is the potential for boats and things to be in 

11  the way.  

12            To Masonville specifically there are some 

13  abandoned ships over in the Kurt Iron area.  Those were 

14  evaluated.  These are the biggies, geotechnical, which 

15  is the subsurface evaluation below the bottom to see 

16  what the suitability is for site development, the tidal 

17  currents and waves and hydrodynamics.  That's the big 

18  word for it.  All of those things feed into the 

19  engineering for the site development and ultimately the 

20  cost.  So this is mostly the engineering part here.  We 

21  have most of those team members here to answer 
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 1  questions afterwards.

 2            This is an actual interesting picture.  We 

 3  put this in all our presentations for Masonville 
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 4  because it really gives you a good shot of the whole 

 5  area.  This is the Brooklyn-Curtis Bay area.  You are 

 6  right about here right now I would imagine.  This is 

 7  that cove that Frank was talking about, and the whole 

 8  area that we are looking at either for dredged material 

 9  containment site development or for ecological 

10  enhancement is in here.  Just for context, Fort McHenry 

11  is right on the other side.  

12            I'm going to come back to this slide in a 

13  little bit more detail, but this gives you an idea of 

14  where we are right now because some of you have seen 

15  various iterations of this project as it developed.  

16  There were alignments that were a little bigger that 

17  came out this way to avoid these sunken barges for a 

18  while until we found out that they were something that 

19  had no archeological significance so we could build 

20  over them and there wasn't going to be a problem with 

21  that, but it shows you our preferred alignment at this 
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 1  point, Kurt Iron being here.  This is the existing 

 2  under construction terminal that's about to be paved 

 3  for car parking, and you will see some pictures of that 

 4  as we move forward.

 5            Before we get into the specifics of our site 

 6  let's talk about placement facilities.  Frank alluded a 

 7  little bit to this before.  What is a placement 

 8  facility?  What does it do?  How does it work?  It's 

 9  basically a large berm or dike sometimes made of stone, 

10  sometimes made of sand, most times made of both.  

11  Sometimes there are cross-dikes in between.  

12            The scows with the dredged material will come 

13  in and usually add some water to the dredged material, 
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14  pump in it here.  This is a big settlement basin.  

15  Salts fall out, the water is sitting up on top, and 

16  there are spillways here that are used to release the 

17  water out of the site so that the site can compact and 

18  you can put more in the next year.

19            In order to build one of these things you've 

20  got a lot going on.  First in the construction phases 

21  there are time-of-year restrictions to make sure that 
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 1  they aren't being constructed at sensitive times for 

 2  fish passing through, for birds that may be in the 

 3  area.  There are also permits for surface water quality 

 4  to monitor turbidity so that while the site is being 

 5  developed and you're stirring everything up you stay 

 6  within the bounds set by the Maryland Department of the 

 7  Environment.  

 8            Afterwards while the site is in operation 

 9  there are going to be permits associated with these 

10  spillways and the quality of the water coming out.  

11  They're basically regulated just like industrial 

12  discharges and they're held to the same standards.

13            I want to point out before I even get started 

14  this was an older initial design concept.  At one 

15  point, like I said, we were looking at coming a little 

16  bit off of that point.  Now the concept comes out a 

17  little further this way, and it bends in a little bit 

18  because we found some unsuitable material there, but 

19  the end use right now is planned as an automobile 

20  terminal, which is really the one aspect that the port 

21  is always seeming to need more of.  I mean the land 

�                                                               Page 2
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 1  needs for Ro-Ro and specifically automobiles is 

 2  constantly growing.  

 3            In this case the berthing facilities would be 

 4  over here.  This is years down the road.  I think it's 

 5  20 years, maybe a little bit less than that, 18 years 

 6  -- 20, yes, by the time it gets filled in, it all 

 7  settles, it's graded, and we move to the next step.  So 

 8  this is way, way, way down the road.  The berthing 

 9  facilities would be here, which is actually away from 

10  the community and away from the cove, and this would be 

11  developed very much the same as the current piece.

12            So let's talk about quantity, quality, the 

13  impact, and how we're going to mitigate for those 

14  impacts.  The number 120 acres of open water has been 

15  thrown around.  That translates for our project to 

16  about 60 million cubic yards of capacity.  We looked at 

17  what we've called the dredged material containment 

18  facility or DMCF area, and we evaluated the quality of 

19  the habitat there and found it to be degraded mostly 

20  because of the quality of the sediments and there 

21  weren't a whole lot of things living in those 
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 1  sediments.  Fish usage was kind of low, too.  

 2            So then the next step after you define the 

 3  area that you're probably going to impact -- it took us 

 4  a while to get to our final acreage -- you look at ways 

 5  to mitigate for it.  The first thing that we were 

 6  looking at -- and this is something that's currently 

 7  ongoing; it isn't a final plan, but the first thing we 

 8  looked at as a good faith effort to the citizens who 

 9  have been helping us along and feeding us their ideas 

Page 20



0615meeting.txt
10  and their desires I guess for that area was to look at 

11  Masonville Cove as an environmental restoration 

12  project.  We're currently looking at the initial 

13  habitat quality and condition and making some judgments 

14  about how we can improve it through mostly engineering 

15  and some other ecologicals.  

16            So right now the Masonville Cove and an area 

17  adjacent to it would be 150 acres of improved area, 

18  part aquatic, part on the land, and then we've also 

19  identified some unique opportunities for things like 

20  education and trails and things.  You will see more of 

21  that as I move along.
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 1            I said I was going to come back to it, and 

 2  this gives you acreages up top here.  The footprint 

 3  area is 120.  That's to the outside.  This inner side 

 4  here gives you an idea of what the width of the dike 

 5  would be.  This is a cross-section of the dike area.  

 6  It ties in over here to the existing Fairfield 

 7  terminal, and it includes the Kurt Iron area and some 

 8  of the dry docks that are there.  There is also a wet 

 9  basin over here.  We haven't completely determined 

10  whether or not that will be part of the project, but it 

11  has some advantages for material handling that could 

12  help to extend the life of the site ultimately.

13            I talked a little bit about the ecological.  

14  Let me just sort of break this down into cove and 

15  DMCF.  The DMCF is that 120 acres we talked about. 

16  Sediment quality is poor on average for things like 

17  PCBs and metals.  We're seeing some that are exceeding 

18  the averages for the harbor, in some cases 

19  significantly.  For benthics -- that's the stuff that 
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20  lives in the sediment -- it's generally degraded.  Over 

21  most of the site what is living there is poor and it's 
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 1  not a very stable community.  The fish utilization is 

 2  poor to average for the harbor.  It's not fair really 

 3  to compare this stuff to the main bay because out in 

 4  the main bay you've got everything going on, but within 

 5  the harbor the fish utilization within that dredged 

 6  material containment facility 120 acres is not very 

 7  good, and neither is the bird utilization.  There is a 

 8  lot of debris, and you will see some pictures of that 

 9  which also exists on the land side of the cove.  

10            The cove area, we're doing some more work on 

11  the sediment quality this year, but we're a little bit 

12  more optimistic because our benthic condition there is 

13  better and the fish utilization is average to good for 

14  the harbor.  There is a lot there that is really trying 

15  to use the area.  The bird utilization, as the citizens 

16  that live around here can tell you, is very high.  

17  Especially during migratory seasons there are a lot of 

18  wading birds in the summer; there are a lot of ducks in 

19  the winter.  There are a few things that are missing, 

20  but that's really kind of a lack of habitat thing.  

21  There is also a bald eagle's nest, and I'll show you 
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 1  how we're going to work around that in a second.  

 2            So back to the Kurt Iron side, this is just 

 3  to give you an idea of some the debris that's still on 

 4  the site.  This is the old dry dock.  This is a very 

 5  interesting montage here, but it gives you an idea of 

 6  the piles of soil and rubble and wood.  We're still on 
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 7  the Kurt Iron side here.  So this is all existing on 

 8  the site and would have to be moved and dealt with in 

 9  order to build the facility.

10            So now let's talk about the cove a little 

11  bit.  For those of you who aren't real familiar with 

12  it, it's right there adjacent to the existing 

13  Masonville site.  Within the cove itself delineated by 

14  a line here is about 70 acres of water, 54 acres of 

15  land that's vegetated, some of it very sparsely with a 

16  lot of opportunistic plants, but compared to other 

17  areas right around there it's pretty green.  

18            Let's get to the community.  Bob Hoyt is 

19  here.  Bob has done a lot of work and so has Jim Runion 

20  with the folks who live in Curtis Bay talking to them 

21  about what they would like to see in this area.  One of 
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 1  the very first things they said is we want a bird 

 2  sanctuary.  We want it to be a wildlife area, 

 3  conservation area.  We want to limit public access.  In 

 4  other words, they didn't want cars to be able to get 

 5  all over the site.  Hike-bike trails are okay, but we 

 6  really want to focus on the environmental, the 

 7  education aspects.  If we're going to do a boat launch 

 8  at all, we only want it to be canoe, kayaks.  We don't 

 9  want power boats in there.  

10            There are some opportunities along the shore 

11  for wetlands.  We actually found some beach areas, 

12  too.  The trails would be very much like the Gwynns 

13  Falls trail and ultimately try to hook up with it.  

14  There would be observation towers that keyed into this 

15  environmental, education, passive recreation, and the 
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16  habitat.  

17            The pictures are always better, and there it 

18  is.  This is still in the process of being developed.  

19  This whole point here would be a bird sanctuary because 

20  of the eagle's nest and some of the other birds that 

21  are known to utilize that area.  There are a couple of 
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 1  areas for wetlands and some beach areas here.  This 

 2  would be along the new dike, a foot path or I think a 

 3  hike and bike path, and there are some observation 

 4  towers.  This is probably where the canoe launch would 

 5  be.  There would be an education center down in here 

 6  off of the existing parking lot, and the last I heard 

 7  they're trying to make a green building out of it.  

 8            This is the community wish list basically, 

 9  and we started looking at these individual elements and 

10  then some of the other requests we were getting from 

11  the resource agencies.

12            The first thing is wetlands creation.  There 

13  are two areas to the west here.  This is a wetland of 

14  pretty low function.  It's a single plant, and it's not 

15  in really good shape.  There is an opportunity to 

16  enhance that and even expand it a little bit, and there 

17  is an area over here that has a gradient that would be 

18  okay for wetlands creation without taking up too much 

19  more open water because we're already doing that 

20  elsewhere.

21            This is what that area to the east looks like 
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 1  now, and you can see where it's not exactly a 

 2  functioning wetland, any that I've ever seen.  The idea 
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 3  for the wetlands for this site and actually for a lot 

 4  of the community enhancements for this site would be to 

 5  involve the community.  In this case this is planting 

 6  at Swan Creek and the Aquarium was involved.  A lot of 

 7  Aquarium volunteers and community members got involved 

 8  in planting this out.  This was mitigation for the Cox 

 9  Creek site.  This is the way it's beginning to look 

10  now.  Of course, this is what we would be shooting for 

11  in those wetlands areas as opposed to the 

12  nonfunctioning ones that are there in the Masonville 

13  Cove now.  

14            This was a request that came mostly from the 

15  resource agencies.  The National Fishery Services 

16  recognized this as an important area for fish because 

17  it's along the south shore of the Patapsco River, and 

18  it's important for fish coming down out of the 

19  Patapsco.  

20            In this concept we would be going in to about 

21  45 acres within the cove and 50 some odd adjacent to 
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 1  the proposed DMCF and improving the substrate, 

 2  hardening it up a little bit.  That helps to improve 

 3  the benthic community, all the little things that are 

 4  basically fish food.  Then there is also a concept to 

 5  add some vertical habitat.  I don't know whether you're 

 6  familiar with reef balls, but they're these large 

 7  hollow things with a lots of holes.  They get encrusted 

 8  with things and fish go in and out of them.  It's the 

 9  kind of thing that would work well here because of the 

10  fish species that exists.  

11            Then in the areas that are shallower we're 

12  looking at improving the substrate and planting it and 
Page 25



0615meeting.txt

13  habitat improvement.  It's encouraging because there is 

14  a patch of SAV that's really trying its little heart 

15  out to get ahold here.  The water clarity is an issue, 

16  the substrate is an issue, so we're hoping that if we 

17  give it the right conditions, we can really help that 

18  along.

19            This is what it looks like now.  If I were 

20  SAV, I don't think I would want to attach in there.  

21  This is typical of what the fish habitat looks like in 
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 1  many parts of the cove.  These are ceramic insulators, 

 2  and there are all sorts of other things in here now.  

 3  That would have to be removed, and the idea is to bring 

 4  in sand or something else that would be more conducive 

 5  to plant growth and fish utilization.  

 6            This is kind of a picture looking into a reef 

 7  ball.  This is a huge piece of concrete with holes in 

 8  it that fish can swim in and out of.  This is encrusted 

 9  with stuff that helps to filter the water.  The good 

10  news with this site is that there are platform mussels 

11  that are really trying to hard to live there.  There is 

12  some anecdotal information from Back River that when 

13  they came in and encrusted on stuff, they just really 

14  cleared the water up in that little area.  So we're 

15  hoping it can help the SAV along as well.  

16            This is a picture from Poplar showing that 

17  even the dike connect is habitat.  There are certain 

18  kinds of fish and crabs in particular that will use all 

19  of those little holes.  This is a picture from the 

20  Potomac River, the same species that's really trying 

21  its heart out to grow in the cove, and this is just 
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�                                                               Page 3

 1  showing you what it can be like when it's allowed to 

 2  flourish when it has got the right conditions.  

 3            Beach creation, there were two little areas 

 4  that were identified -- actually one little area and 

 5  one bigger area.  In the cove there is an area just off 

 6  here on the east side, and then along the existing dike 

 7  there is a pretty large area that a more expansive 

 8  beach could be.  This is not like a bathing beach.  

 9  This would be part of the hiking trail, but it's also 

10  to add an element of habitat for shorebirds.  Right now 

11  we've got wading bird habitat, we've got duck habitat, 

12  but the shorebirds are kind of suffering, and I'll show 

13  you why.  

14            This is that little beach area in the cove 

15  now, and right now it's rubble and these are old 

16  timbers and it's not much of a beach.  I mean there is 

17  really not much habitat there for the birds that really 

18  like that kind of shallow stuff.

19            This next picture, if it will forward for me, 

20  is behind the sand dikes at Poplar.  There is an area 

21  at this site just like there is at Poplar Island where 
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 1  you don't need to put all of that rock out there; you 

 2  can get away with sand because of the wind and wave 

 3  conditions, and we are going to be moving much more 

 4  toward this than that last beach that you saw, and we 

 5  have every reason to believe that it would take on a 

 6  character more like this than the rubble pile.  

 7            Finally integral to all of this is debris 

 8  cleanup because of some of that stuff you just saw.  
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 9  Right now we're looking at removing debris from this 

10  area here.  There are some other folks looking at doing 

11  a tree planting project in here right now.  If that 

12  doesn't take off, then we would go in and clean that up 

13  as well.  

14            Here is some of what we're talking about.  

15  This is existing on site.  These were taken this 

16  spring.  The good news is that we haven't really found 

17  liquid in any of the drums.  There is some sediment and 

18  stuff, but it's mostly just trash at this point, large 

19  amounts of wood debris everywhere, tires, and you name 

20  it.  We are going to be doing some more in-depth work 

21  on the site this summer to figure out exactly how much 
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 1  it's going to cost to haul this stuff out and clean it 

 2  all up.

 3            This is what we're shooting for, a hike-bike 

 4  trail much like Calhaven Trail Park.  I believe this is 

 5  Annapolis.  

 6            Then once everything is cleaned up and 

 7  planted and put back in better order the entire area 

 8  would be put into a conservation easement, which does 

 9  two things.  It insures that there wouldn't be any 

10  development on the site, but also allows public access 

11  for all of the stuff that we're going to be doing there 

12  for the community.  

13            Here we are putting all the layers together 

14  just to kind of show you that basically we're going to 

15  be working on just about every inch of the cove and 

16  even outside the cove adjacent to the new DMCF, and 

17  that would superimpose the community's wish list for 

18  much more like a holistic project that is not just 
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19  fixing one or two things, but really looking at more of 

20  an ecological level of restoration.  

21            I'm going to hand this back over to Frank now 
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 1  to sum up.

 2            MR. HAMONS:  I'm just basically going to do a 

 3  little summary of what you've seen at this point.  

 4            Again, the impacted area, 120 acres of open 

 5  water.  The mitigation plan right now would involve 150 

 6  acres of improved area, aquatic and upland, wetland 

 7  creation/enhancement, reef creation, SAV planting, 

 8  beach creation, debris cleanup, an environmental 

 9  education center, and additional benefits which include 

10  incapsulation of contaminated sediments which are there 

11  right now, a nature center, environmental education, 

12  community stewardship, conservation easement, ecosystem 

13  level restoration, water quality improvement through 

14  riparian buffer, and implements the vision developed in 

15  the City of Baltimore critical area management plan 

16  2002.  

17            This is the schedule.  At this point in time 

18  this is the schedule.  As you see, some of this has 

19  already happened and some of it has not.  Published 

20  notice of intent, that has.  Agency preapplication 

21  meeting, that has occurred.  All of this has occurred 
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 1  down to the meeting that -- actually where was this?  

 2  This is going through June.  The public meeting, this 

 3  is what you're in right now.  This is where we are.  

 4  Comments due the 15th of July.  I think you've already 

 5  said that, but we'll reiterate it.  Draft EIS completed 
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 6  December '05, permit application here in December of 

 7  '05, Corps MDE public notice January '06, joint hearing 

 8  February '06, circulate the final EIS April of '06, 

 9  follow it with EPA April '06, and the record of 

10  decision and permit May of '06.

11            This is where you send your comments.  So I 

12  will leave that up if you would like, and we can turn 

13  it back over to the Corps.  Jon Romeo is here with the 

14  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and he's the guy who 

15  can't wait to hear from you.  He will hear whatever it 

16  is you have to say.  That's how you get to John.  You 

17  write to this address or you can go back and collar him 

18  right now.  I didn't mean to say that.  

19            Jane was just pointing out there are comment 

20  cards that have this address already on it out in the 

21  hall if you want to get it.  

�                                                               Page 4

 1            MS. VINE:  Now that we have had the 

 2  presentations I think we're ready to accept the 

 3  speakers.  Do we have any political leaders or their 

 4  representatives here who want to make a statement?  

 5  No.  Then we're going to go ahead with those people who 

 6  have signed up to speak first.  

 7            First I want to call on Carol Eshelman.  Is 

 8  Carol here?  

 9            MS. ESHELMAN:  I'm Carol Eshelman.  I'm the 

10  executive director for the Brooklyn-Curtis Bay 

11  Coalition, which is a nonprofit community development 

12  corporation that's working with the communities of 

13  Brooklyn and Curtis Bay.  I'm also just for the record 

14  a member of the Harbor Team or was.  I guess I still 
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15  am.  You wanted our address.  320 East Patapsco in 

16  Baltimore, 21225.

17            The Brooklyn-Curtis Bay Coalition supports 

18  the Port's dredged placement project and the 

19  restoration of Masonville Cove, an urban biohabitat and 

20  critical area for migratory and year-around birds.  The 

21  communities of Brooklyn and Curtis Bay have been 
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 1  working to protect and gain access to the Masonville 

 2  Cove for over a decade.  Currently the bird refuge is 

 3  only available by boat, and the area is littered, as 

 4  you've seen, dramatically with old railroad ties and 

 5  other debris.  Residents want to insure that the area 

 6  will remain a wildlife sanctuary and to be able to 

 7  visit the site.  

 8            Long before the Harbor Dredging Team began to 

 9  meet I had started to talk with people about how the 

10  coalition could work to insure that the cove could be 

11  restored and protected, and others in the community 

12  literally have been working over a decade on this 

13  project and had talked to me about it when I first 

14  started.  

15            When the Masonville area was presented to the 

16  Harbor Dredging Team as one potential site, myself and 

17  other city representatives asked that we look at 

18  linking the restoration and preservation of the cove to 

19  any dredged placement project on the Fairfield 

20  peninsula, and you saw there were two different ones, 

21  so this was actually linked to both, whether it's the 
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 1  BP or the Masonville.  
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 2            The committee concurred and the projects are 

 3  linked in the report.  In the past year the coalition 

 4  has held several town meetings and smaller 

 5  environmental committee meetings with the community to 

 6  get feedback on the project.  The community has stated 

 7  they would like amenities like a nature center 

 8  building, hiking trails, canoe and kayak piers, beach 

 9  areas, wetlands restoration, observation towers, and 

10  most critically protection of the area where a bald 

11  eagle has built its nest.  

12            The Aquarium and Living Classrooms are both 

13  interested in working with the coalition to create an 

14  urban nature center.  Here students and visitors could 

15  study how nature and industry can work and thrive 

16  together.  We are envisioning building a green building 

17  that will have very low impact.  This is a unique 

18  opportunity to create a waterfront sanctuary within the 

19  city limits and to provide environmental hands-on 

20  experience for school children as they help with the 

21  restoration of the wetlands and other areas of the 
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 1  cove.  

 2            MS. VINE:  Thank you.  Next is Mary Marsh.  

 3            MS. MARSH:  My name is Mary Marsh, and I'm 

 4  president of Maryland Conservation Council.  First off 

 5  right off the bat I'll tell you that I've worked on 

 6  dredging projects pro and con for probably about ten 

 7  years, and a hand of applause needs to go to the 

 8  Maryland Port Administration because this is the first 

 9  time I have really seen they've done it the right way.  

10  They went to the community, they talked to the 

11  community, and rather than having a fight -- and 
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12  believe me I was in the Site 104 fight -- we're not 

13  having that fight now.  We're talking, we're 

14  conversing, and we're building consensus, which is 

15  important.

16            This is a site that has a legacy of 

17  contamination, and it is definitely what you would call 

18  a brownfield site.  One of the first things you need to 

19  keep in mind whenever you're dealing with something to 

20  this effect is do no harm, and therefore we're wanting 

21  to look at through the Maryland Conservation Council -- 
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 1  there is a definite need to cap the Kurt Iron site, and 

 2  addressing the contamination in the soil is important.  

 3            We also need to address the water quality 

 4  issues during construction, and looking at that 

 5  specifically during the draft EIS is important.  In 

 6  addition shoreline protection of the existing is 

 7  important also.  I served on the shoreline erosion task 

 8  force for DNR and know that there are a lot of 

 9  technologies out there that can stabilize the shoreline 

10  and provide tidal wetlands areas, et cetera, that are 

11  helpful.  These need to be looked at and we need to 

12  take a look at all the technology there.  

13            In addition is waterfowl.  The creation of 

14  the sanctuary is important for migrating waterfowl and 

15  also for those that are in the area, and hopefully we 

16  can bring about some song birds coming back into the 

17  Baltimore area.  

18            I just spent the weekend out in Western 

19  Maryland, and after listening to a grosbeak and to a 

20  yellow billed whatever -- I'm not an Audubon person, 
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21  but it was gorgeous sitting in the woods there.  It was 
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 1  so quiet.  The birds were chirping.  I got all kinds of 

 2  work done.  I couldn't believe it.  

 3            Anyway, but important also is community 

 4  access to the nature area, and those are things that 

 5  really do need to be incorporated into this.  The 

 6  Masonville project process is a good example of 

 7  consensus building, and it's taking us down the right 

 8  step.  For those of you who may not know, the Port 

 9  actually won an award for doing this process working 

10  with the community, and I think that they need to be 

11  applauded for that.  

12            In all MCCC hopes that the EIS addresses all 

13  of these issues and takes a look at any additional that 

14  come up while we're in the process of studying this 

15  site.  Thank you.  

16            MS. VINE:  Next is Ed Garcia.  

17            MR. GARCIA:  My name is Ed Garcia.  I'm a 

18  citizen of the Orchard Beach Community on the Anne 

19  Arundel side of the river.  I didn't intend to have 

20  anything to say when I first walked in the door except 

21  Katrina asked me if I wanted to say something.  
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 1            For the last several years I have been a 

 2  member of the citizens review committee for the dredged 

 3  material management program for the Port 

 4  Administration.  I was also a member of the Harbor 

 5  Team.  I'm on the citizens oversight committee for the 

 6  Cox Creek dredge site, and that's the area that I would 

 7  like to talk to you all about.  
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 8            Anybody who has any idea as to what dredging 

 9  is about -- if they don't, then they're welcome and I'm 

10  sure that Frank Hamons and his people will be more than 

11  glad to arrange a visit to the Cox Creek dredge site so 

12  you all can see what a dredged site is like and you can 

13  all see the 113 acres of conservation area that we have 

14  right next to the dredge site.  So feel free.  Tell him 

15  you want to see it.  We have been working there for 

16  several years now, and it looks good to me.  Thank 

17  you.  

18            MS. VINE:  The next speaker is Lee Walker 

19  Oxenham.  

20            MS. OXENHAM:  Good evening.  Lee Walker 

21  Oxenham with the Patapsco River Keeper.  I'm here to 
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 1  speak for the water quality issues in the river 

 2  itself.  We're delighted to see the work that has been 

 3  done here and we applaud the work that has been done by 

 4  Ecologics and by the citizens who have worked for years 

 5  to make sure there are enhancements that are going to 

 6  make their communities better places to live, make the 

 7  Patapsco a more welcoming place for all of us to enjoy, 

 8  and most importantly for the fish and the aquatic 

 9  resources and birds to be able to come back and find 

10  this a thriving community.  In order to make that 

11  happen we have to take the steps now so that we don't 

12  have to reengineer later, and I think the Port 

13  Administration has done an outstanding job in putting 

14  the plan together.  

15            As we go forward I would like to see a little 

16  more emphasis on what is happening to the river 

17  itself.  The river is losing 120 acres of open water.  
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18  That's a big blow to the river.  We have to look at 

19  what is happening to the flow pattern through the 

20  Middle Branch.  Right now my water quality testing is 

21  finding that the worst fecal contamination anywhere in 
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 1  the Patapsco River system is in the Middle Branch.  

 2            So we've got to find a way to address that.  

 3  If something can be done to help with the issues of the 

 4  state of our water in the process of doing this, it 

 5  might be pennies on the dollar in terms of this million 

 6  dollar effort, and this is a time when we can do this.  

 7            Baltimore has just been named one of the top 

 8  ten sites in the word for tourism, and as we move 

 9  further and further away from an industrial economy to 

10  a tourism economy, recreation and particularly low 

11  impact recreation which doesn't involve the destruction 

12  of the resources that we want people to be able to 

13  enjoy, that brings back more fish so we can have 

14  fishing tournaments right here inside Baltimore Harbor, 

15  so that we can have -- so that we won't lose the next 

16  Olympic bid because our water quality wasn't good 

17  enough to hold the swimming events and the boating 

18  events, so the people who come down to enjoy the paddle 

19  boats aren't concerned about what is splashing into 

20  their children's faces.  

21            We can do this.  We can bring this river 
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 1  back.  The Hudson River was brought back.  It's now the 

 2  most productive fishery in North America.  It's 

 3  absolutely stunning, and what it took to do it was 

 4  taking the contaminated sediments out of the river, 
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 5  containing them, making sure they didn't leach back 

 6  into the river, and that's going to be a key here is 

 7  those permits on the spillways, making sure that what 

 8  is coming out of the dewatering is not going to be 

 9  putting the poisons back into the river that we've just 

10  taken out.  

11            So, again, I applaud what you're doing.  I'll 

12  provide written comments, and I hope to continue to be 

13  part of the Harbor Team.  I've only been to one meeting 

14  so far, but it was terrific.  Thank you for allowing me 

15  the opportunity to speak to you tonight.  

16            MS. VINE:  Thank you.  Glen Page.  

17            MR. PAGE:  Glen Page.  I direct the 

18  conservation program at the National Aquarium in 

19  Baltimore.  It's kind of like old home week for the 

20  Harbor Team.  There are many members here tonight who 

21  have been a member, and it has been a really remarkable 
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 1  process, truly one of profound public involvement and I 

 2  think one that has been a model nationwide, and I think 

 3  the award is testament to that.  

 4            From the National Aquarium's standpoint we're 

 5  committed to public involvement in solutions, and when 

 6  people come through and see the animals and the 

 7  exhibits, what we want to try to do is take that 

 8  inspiration and convey it into some kind of meaningful 

 9  action.  There are action opportunities all over, but 

10  what we're trying to also do is cultivate opportunities 

11  right here in our backyard.  

12            We have been working for years at Fort 

13  McHenry.  If you have been there recently, there is a 
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14  large, about a ten acre tidal wetland.  It was done as 

15  mitigation.  It was kind of left, and trash came 

16  through and pretty much covered the site.  A lot of 

17  non-native vegetation came through, and it really 

18  wasn't serving any kind of function for fish.  

19            With public involvement, with community 

20  inspiration we have been able to take that and actually 

21  transform that into an extraordinarily valuable 
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 1  habitat, and also with Port support as well as the 

 2  Corps of Engineers and a lot of other interested 

 3  parties we have been able to actually reengineer it to 

 4  turn it into a much more productive fish utilization 

 5  site.  So the marsh is really productive to the point 

 6  where we just recorded our 243rd species of bird 

 7  visiting the site.  That's 56% of the Maryland state 

 8  species.  It's absolutely remarkable.  If you're a bird 

 9  flying over the Patapsco, there is not a lot of 

10  habitat, so when they see this little postage stamp of 

11  a wetland, they're going to go in there.  So any 

12  habitat enhancement is critical.  

13            As we stand at Fort McHenry and look over at 

14  Masonville Cove we see a lot of activity in the 

15  wintertime with the rafting sea ducks is absolutely 

16  remarkable, the osprey, and, of course, the bald 

17  eagle.  This kind of habitat is absolutely critical to 

18  enhance that kind of population.  

19            I really applaud the work of the Port, the 

20  Corps, and all the partners involved at the innovations 

21  that are going on here, and it truly will be an urban 
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 1  demonstration; however, trash will continue to pulse 

 2  into that site, so what we also want to remind everyone 

 3  is that there will continue to need to be community 

 4  vigilance and a community program to remove that debris 

 5  on a regular basis and handle that in a most safe 

 6  manner.  

 7            So we again applaud this effort.  We also 

 8  really like the fact that this serves kind of as a cap 

 9  of the site, of the Kurt Ironworks site.  It's 

10  extremely important.  The recreational value cannot put 

11  a price tag on the opportunity for access to open space 

12  here in Baltimore, and it truly will be a model.  So  

13  from my perspective again, hats off to the team working 

14  on this, and it's time we roll up our sleeves and see 

15  what we can do to help.  Thank you.  

16            MS. VINE:  Thank you.  Next is Eamonn 

17  McGetty.  

18            MR. McGETTY:  Good evening.  My name is 

19  Eamonn McGetty.  I'm a representative of the South 

20  Baltimore Business Alliance and also the general 

21  manager of Corman and Beck Marine Construction, 6121 
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 1  Pennington Avenue, 21226.  

 2            The South Baltimore Business Alliance is a 

 3  group of 30 companies.  It's a nonprofit organization.  

 4  We employ about 1,200 people.  Over 50% of them are 

 5  directly related to the port or have feelers that go 

 6  out to port industry.

 7            We have been working with the community, with 

 8  developers, with the city planners, and also within our 

 9  own group to come up with common sense approaches to 

10  development and the solutions needed to solve the 
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11  problems related to the conflict sometimes between 

12  industry, development, open space, et cetera.  We also 

13  want to applaud the Port, the Corps for this process 

14  that's working because we do believe that there are 

15  areas where industry and the environment can all come 

16  together and community needs can be met to be able to 

17  have jobs, open space, environmental quality, et 

18  cetera.  We can improve the quality of life in Curtis 

19  Bay, in the City, and in this area.  

20            So we support this plan, would like to see 

21  more action, and are willing to help if needed.  We'll 
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 1  step forward.  Thank you.  

 2            MS. VINE:  Rupert Denney.  

 3            MR. DENNEY:  Good evening.  My name is Rupert 

 4  Denney.  I'm general manager of a company called C. 

 5  Steinway in Baltimore, 1201 Wallace Street, 21230.  

 6            Steinway is a private stevedoring operation 

 7  in the Port of Baltimore.  We charter ships and bring 

 8  metals in through the port for ultimate distribution.  

 9  We usually do about 185,000 tons of nonferrous metal 

10  through the port in Locust Point.  I'm also here this 

11  evening representing the private facilities that work 

12  on the waterside here in Baltimore.  

13            The presentations you may have heard this 

14  evening have been primarily through the Maryland Port 

15  Administration, and, of course, we work very closely 

16  with them, and you may wonder what sort of private 

17  facilities there are around right now.  Well, Domino 

18  Sugar is a private stevedoring operation here in 

19  Baltimore, National Gypsum, American Gypsum, Rukert 
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20  Terminals are a general stevedore, U.S. Petroleum Fuel 

21  over in Canton.  We bring  commodities into the Port of 

�                                                               Page 5

 1  Baltimore.  

 2            Because this is a hearing, I have to take the 

 3  opportunity to give you some statistics because this is 

 4  what they do at public hearings.  Essentially speaking 

 5  we have about 935 -- in 2003 we had about 900 people 

 6  working in the private terminals in Baltimore.  About 

 7  700 of those live in the city.  We own and lease about 

 8  440 acres around the Patapsco River and about 12 

 9  different terminals, and we have about 2.4 miles of 

10  piers in the City of Baltimore.

11            These companies basically rely on being able 

12  to dredge their facilities in order to continue 

13  business here in Baltimore.  We rely on the dredging of 

14  the navigational channels from the Chesapeake Bay into 

15  the Inner Harbor area, and we also need to dredge our 

16  own facilities periodically as ships get bigger and we 

17  see silting up over a period of time.

18            We need to be able to do this to expand our 

19  operations as well because if we don't have this sort 

20  of facility for somewhere to put the dredged placement, 

21  our businesses wither and eventually die because we 
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 1  cannot expand, and, of course, we're forced to invest 

 2  in other areas in the United States, which would be a 

 3  shame.  

 4            The relationship between the maritime 

 5  community and the City has been around for almost 300 

 6  years.  Next year is the 300th anniversary of the 
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 7  Port.  We have been intertwined with the citizens for 

 8  that length of time.  The maritime group certainly 

 9  benefits from the relationship with the City, foreign 

10  corporations and domestic corporations, and we enjoy 

11  the support of the citizens.  We understand that the 

12  communities surrounding this particular project are in 

13  support of this, and it's with obvious delight that the 

14  industrial group and the community groups, the local 

15  community, can work hand in hand on this basis.  

16            From our perspective the proposed plan 

17  benefits the environment, the ambience of the 

18  neighborhood, and eventually the opportunity to create 

19  well-paying jobs on the facility that is developed on 

20  the port side.  I should emphasize that the likely end 

21  use of that facility if it becomes a port will not 
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 1  impact on the neighborhood negatively.  It's not dusty, 

 2  it's not smelly, and it's not dirty, so from our 

 3  perspective we think it's a terrific project, and we 

 4  would definitely support its moving forward.  Thank 

 5  you.  

 6            MS. VINE:  Next I'm calling Duncan Stuart.  

 7            MR. STUART:  Good evening, everybody.  I just 

 8  wanted to let you know that somebody from the Baltimore 

 9  City government was here, and we're very interested in 

10  this area.  I would totally ditto everything most 

11  people have said about the process.  It has been very 

12  inclusive.  The Harbor Team -- I have been sort of in 

13  and out involved with Frank and Bob Hoyt and everybody 

14  who has worked very hard to bring together the 

15  sometimes conflicting industry versus the environment, 

16  and it has been a pretty good marriage.  
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17            I want to just plug a couple of things.  On 

18  the industrial side the planning department where I 

19  work, the City planning department, we've recently 

20  passed the maritime industrial overload district, which 

21  basically draws a dividing line between condominiums 
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 1  and residential development and industrial development, 

 2  protecting both sides, and also the maritime master 

 3  plan, which has been recently passed.  

 4            I run the City's critical area management 

 5  plan, among other things, and this bird sanctuary idea 

 6  of preserving, enhancing, and improving Masonville Cove 

 7  is just a dream come true really.  I think in some of 

 8  our older data the critical area program of Baltimore 

 9  has 12 designated habitat protection areas, which are 

10  really special areas that are meant to be saved.  It's 

11  a little different from the 66 other jurisdictional 

12  programs, and Masonville Cove is one of those 

13  designated habitat protection areas.  Like I said, in 

14  some of the older inflow during migration there are 

15  many as 50,000 migratory birds in Masonville Cove.  So 

16  it's a very, very significant -- I tell people hotel on 

17  the trip of the birds to South America and back 

18  through.  

19            So I'm glad to be here, and we will be 

20  anxious in the planning department and in the City to 

21  hear your comments as well about the plan.  Thank you.  
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 1            MS. VINE:  Those are all the speakers we 

 2  have.  Is there anyone else who would like to speak?       

 3            MR. RAYMOND:  My name is Scott Raymond.  I'm 
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 4  vice-president of Living Classrooms, and I'm here first 

 5  to say thank you to the Port that allowed me to be part 

 6  of the Harbor Options Team, and I really want to echo 

 7  what a great job I think that team did and Bob Hoyt in 

 8  leading this process.  I am not a scientist, and I am 

 9  very much concerned about the environment.  

10            So I thought the process was very fair and 

11  very informative and has led me to believe on behalf of 

12  Living Classrooms that this project will create a 

13  win-win situation both for the environment and the 

14  community.  Living Classrooms, as you may know, gets 

15  involved in a lot of environmental projects that impact 

16  the area especially in Baltimore Harbor.  You may or 

17  may not know that we have one of the most successful 

18  wetlands in the Inner Harbor that we've worked with 

19  students on.  

20            Secondly, we have created an eight acre 

21  sanctuary in the Patapsco with oysters we brought in.  
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 1  We brought four million oysters back, which has 

 2  impacted the water quality in the surrounding area very 

 3  positively.  It's interesting about the reef balls.  We 

 4  have been involved in placing reef balls not only 

 5  locally, but in Florida and the Caribbean as well.  

 6            What I'm here to say very quickly is we want 

 7  to pledge ourselves, Living Classrooms, to be a 

 8  long-term partner to Masonville and to work with the 

 9  citizens and to work with the schools and the 

10  students.  We support this wholeheartedly.  Thank you 

11  very much.  

12            MS. VINE:  Anyone else?  
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13            MR. TAYLOR:  My name is Frances Taylor.  I'm 

14  the chairman of the citizens advisory committee, and I 

15  would just like to thank all of you for attending this 

16  meeting and your input.  It's priceless for the whole 

17  process that we have all been involved in with our 

18  various committees.  I would also like to invite 

19  anybody who would like additional information to visit 

20  the Maryland Port Administration website, and you want 

21  to go to the safe passage section.  Then there is a 
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 1  section for the DMMP, which is the dredge site, and you 

 2  can get our meeting times and you can get our 

 3  membership list, you can get our past meeting minutes.  

 4  They're very informative.  I would also like to 

 5  invite -- as Frank did, I would like to invite anybody 

 6  who would like to become part of our group, our 

 7  citizens advisory committee either as an individual or 

 8  as a representative for one of your organizations to 

 9  please feel free to do so and contact me or any other 

10  members at any time.  Our contact information is on the 

11  site.  Thank you very much.  

12            Our next meeting is July 13.  It's usually 

13  held at the Port Administration Building on Broening 

14  Highway.  At 6:30 we usually are served some type of 

15  refreshment.  The meeting starts at 7:00.  We're 

16  working with our agenda now.  I don't want to give 

17  anything away prematurely, but one of our presentations 

18  will probably be about sediment, this building up the 

19  Conowingo Dam, which is a major concern by a lot of our 

20  members.  Like I say, every meeting is very 

21  informative, and the public is welcome.  Thank you.  
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 1            MS. VINE:  Any other speakers?  If we have no 

 2  more speakers, I would just like to remind you that the 

 3  comment period for this public meeting remains open 

 4  until July 15, and if we have no other speakers, then I 

 5  think we can adjourn.  Thank you. 

 6            (Whereupon at 8:05 p.m. the meeting was 

 7  adjourned.) 
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Revised Final Meeting Summary 
Baltimore County Harbor Team  

Wednesday, April 21, 2004 
5:30 to 7:00 

Dundalk Community College 
Rm K 111 A+B 

 
 
 
 

Action Items from Meeting 
1. MES, MPA and the J V will draft a summary of all available geotechnical information for 

Sollers Point for presentation to Baltimore County at the next meeting on May 26. 
2. The JV will draft a summary of all information on recreational boating for presentation to 

Baltimore County at the next meeting on May 26. 
3. The JV will work on a conceptual diagram of the Sparrows Point wetlands concept, with a 

visual buffer and habit creation.   
4. The JV will work on a conceptual diagram of the Jones Creek community enhancement, 

with a visual screen, public access and trails. 
5. MPA will bring a hydrodynamic modeling expert to the next meeting to demonstrate the 

modeling that was performed as part of the feasibility study of Poplar Island. 
6. The community and local governments will continue to gather community input for the 

enhancement projects.  This is needed in order to continue to move these projects 
through the feasibility study process. 

 
 
 

Meeting Goals:  
1. Provide MPA with feedback on technical findings of placement site studies 
2. Provide MPA with details on community enhancements so studies can proceed. 

 
 
1.0 Welcome and Introductions - David Carroll introduced himself and asked others in the 
room to introduce themselves. 
 
2.0 Updates and Context for meeting - David Carroll and Bob Hoyt reviewed the purpose 
for the meeting.  They summarized the last meeting, and activities since the last meeting.  Bob 
Hoyt gave updates on activities on the projects that had been forwarded by the Harbor Team in 
2003. 
 
Planning is continuing for Masonville, Sparrows Point and the Fairfield sites, as well as the 
community enhancement sites.  An ISG site visit was conducted by the Joint Venture (JV).  The 
JV, under contract to MPA, is moving forward with studies of the three sites.   Part of the purpose 
of this meeting is to get specific community feedback on the community enhancement sites, and 
to provide study updates for the planning studies that are underway.  The community 
enhancements are still very conceptual, for the most part, and additional information is needed to 
move these projects forward to a feasibility study level. 
 
Bob explained the study phases, and the need to complete feasibility level studies in order to get 
projects funded in the WRDA 2006 federal authorization.  This definitely puts these projects on 
the fast track for the state and federal government. 
 
3.0 Sparrows Point Placement Options – Bob Hoyt and Jim Runion of GBA gave an 
update on the status of studies at Sparrows Point. They briefly reviewed the environmental data 
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collection, monitoring, sample results, and other findings.  They reviewed the project footprints 
and the geotechnical information that has been gathered.  The geotechnical studies have found 
very soft foundation materials, and coffer dams are envisioned on the west side of the facility to 
provide berthing for ships.  A sand dike is anticipated along the rest of the site.  Bob asked if 
there were community issues with the footprint, including the triangular piece added to the south 
of the terminal area.  One gentleman asked about the proximity to the channel.  The facility 
boundaries would be 300 feet from the edge of the channel.  An opinion was offered that this 
constricts the area available to recreational boaters and may induce them to either cross the river 
to the other side of the channel, or to have a fairly narrow area to maneuver in.  A discussion 
ensued on how to determine the number of boats that this might affect.  Ideas for where data 
might be available to evaluate this included the Maryland Saltwater Sportfishermen’s Association, 
marinas and DNR boater registration.  Boater polls were also mentioned.  The JV will follow up on 
obtaining this information.  Another attendee asked about the possibility of putting a fringe 
wetland on the end of the triangle. 
 
Bob asked if the new alignment for the wetlands at Sparrows SE satisfies the watermen’s and 
recreational boater’s concerns.  One gentleman asked for a review of the habitat related concerns.  
He was concerned about existing bird utilization of the proposed wetland area.  Ms. Donovan 
read from the reconnaissance report, it did not appear that significant terrestrial resources were in 
the area now.  It was pointed out that a wetland should improve possible habitat in the area for 
birds, by providing a better benthic community.  The acreage now being considered is larger than 
just a fringe wetlands, but smaller than the original concept, to eliminate the potential negative 
impact on the commercial crabbing that occurs.  Bob relayed that this larger size was supported 
by the resource agencies, because it makes a fully functional tidal wetland possible in this 
location.  Bob asked what the most beneficial landscaping/aesthetic improvements to Sparrows 
SE could be.  A screen of trees was mentioned, to provide a more pleasing view and to screen 
the industrial area from the community and boaters.  A wetland with a screen of trees behind it 
was discussed.   
 
Public access to the water was discussed.  The community groups said that this was not as 
important as at the Jones Creek enhancement project.  The ISG representative pointed out that it 
would be difficult to provide landside public access, since the area surrounding the proposed 
wetlands is the working ISG steel plant. 
 
4.0 Sollers Point East and West Community Enhancements 
Bob Hoyt reviewed the Sollers Point community enhancement plans.  The current owner of the  
proposed Key Quay area, BGE/Constellation Energy has not indicated any interest thus far in 
making this property available for this end use.  So flipping the project to the southeastern area 
where the Key Bridge meets the shore, alongside Bear Creek, is being reviewed.  Bob asked how 
the community would respond to that design.  He stated that he is aware that Turner’s Station has 
reservations about the Key Quay concept in either location.  One person raised the recreational 
boater issue – there would be less room to do boating if the community enhancement was 
making Bear Creek more narrow.  A question regarding hydrodynamic impacts was also raised.  
Frank Hamons said hydrodynamic impacts would be studied as part of any feasibility study.  
Frank also said that MPA would have a hydrodynamic modeling expert come to a future meeting 
to demonstrate and explain the modeling that was performed as part of the Poplar Island 
feasibility study. 
 
Bob asked about relevant considerations that need to be included in the studies, from a 
community and local government perspective.  Bob also asked for input from the community and 
the County on what type of community enhancement they would support at this location.   This 
information is needed so the JV can continue into the next phase of study.  The representative 
from the County stated that additional information on geotechnical properties of the potential 
building foundation would be helpful to the County and community groups, in order to better 
evaluate what was possible from a construction standpoint.  MPA and the JV said they would 
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investigate what geotechnical information was available, and would transmit that to the County or 
other groups as requested. 
 
5.0 Other Community Enhancements  
Bob Hoyt discussed Heritage Trail and the Jones Creek/Old Road Bay shoreline enhancement, 
and the need for direction from the community on these projects so MPA can follow up on them.   
 
Bob asked for an update on the Jones Creek/Old Road Bay Shoreline Enhancement project, from 
the County and community representatives who had performed a community survey.  Fran Taylor 
discussed the survey that was sent to 4,000 people in the community, asking for input on what 
the community would like to see in the way of a community enhancement project on this 
peninsula.  There were 200 responses, which is considered a good response.  People wrote back 
with everything from one line to three typed pages on what they wanted.   
 
The general answers were:   

• open space,  
• trees,  
• bike trails,  
• walking paths,  
• public access, 
• and a destination park in the vicinity of the lighthouse.   

 
One DRC idea was to use lighthouses as a theme.  There are four lighthouses in relative 
proximity to this area, in addition to Todd’s Farm, a designated Historic Landmark on North Point 
Road.  Potentially there could be an ‘anchor’ park at the lighthouse.  Many people view 
lighthouses and have lifetime lists like birdwatchers, so this could be a draw for tourists and 
visitors. 
 
Bike trails were also requested, including a bike trail up North Point Boulevard, and one to Millers 
Island that could also branch off to Ft. Howard.  There aren’t many trails on the North Point 
Peninsula now.  It was mentioned that in the past, Ft. Howard residents have expressed 
resistance to bike trails. 
 
The revitalization of Ft. Howard was discussed, including the development of Bower’s Farm, with 
122 units.   
 
A boardwalk like the one at Havre de Grace was also requested – perhaps as part of the bike trail.  
 
Rick Sheckells discussed Heritage Trail and reiterated the Port’s support of this concept.  MPA 
supports the concept of a museum and trail dedicated to demonstrating the maritime history of 
the area and to promote the concept of the POB as a working Port to the community.  He said 
MPA continues to work on their support for this option, and had identified artifacts that could be 
used.  MPA is also storing some artifacts for the museum.  This showcase of the Port of 
Baltimore’s maritime heritage through shipbuilding and steelmaking is supported at the highest 
levels of MPA.  The tabletop model of the Heritage Trail was mentioned.  This is helping to 
promote the concept within the Port community. 
 
6.0 Possible Discussion Topics for Future Meetings 
 
Possible future topics for meetings included: 

• the Corps DMMP process,  
• an update on the Innovative Reuse process including a Cardiff Mine project presentation, 
• a Bear Creek sediment remediation/TMDL update with MDE, Corps and others.  The 

Corps had mentioned that they might have money for environmental dredging, this will 
be a discussion item. 
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• Potential funding sources that might be available for the community enhancements 
• Community enhancement partnering opportunities with the Aquarium and Living 

Classrooms. 
 
 
 



 
AGENDA 

Baltimore County Harbor Team  
Wednesday, May 26, 2004 

5:30 to 7:00 
Dundalk Community College 

Building G, Room 100 
 

 
 
Meeting Goals:  

1. Reach tentative consensus on Sparrows Point southwest footprint for 
feasibility study, after discussing boating information.   

2. Reach tentative consensus on the major features of the community 
enhancements for feasibility studies. 

 
Welcome and Introductions 
 
Updates  
 
Sparrows Point Southwest 

Summary of boating information  
 Discussion Questions  

• Does the alignment of Sparrows SW minimize impacts to Bear Creek 
boat traffic and/or other recreational activities? 

• Will adding capacity to Sparrows SW present an unacceptable 
obstruction to boaters? 

Sparrows Point Southeast 
 Presentation of wetland habitat and forested upland schematic  
 Discussion Questions 

• Does the presentation capture the major features accurately? 
• What additional enhancements would Baltimore County like to request?  

 
Sollers Point East and West Community Enhancements 
 Summary of monitoring and sampling data  
 Discussion Questions 

• Is additional information needed? 
• What details can Baltimore County provide MPA on Sollers East and/or 

West? 
 
Jones Creek Community Enhancements 
 Presentation of fringe wetlands, boat ramps, public access, etc  

Discussion Questions 
 Does the Presentation capture the major features accurately? 
 Are there additional features that should be added?  

 
Possible Discussion Topics for Future Meetings 
 Sediment remediation discussion with MDE, Corps and others 

Poplar Island Hydrology models and others 
Partnerships  with the Aquarium, Living Classrooms and others 
Corps DMMP 

 Innovative Reuse process including Cardiff Mine project presentation 
 Funding sources 
 Others? 



Baltimore County Harbor Team Meeting Summary 
 
 
Date and Time: Wednesday, February 23, 2005; 5:30 to 7:30 
 
Location: Dundalk Community College, Rm K 111 A+B 

 
Meeting Goals:  

1. Discuss Issues identified at Jan 20 Harbor Team meeting 
2. Schedule next steps. 

 
Sparrows Point Placement Project Discussion 
The North Point community representatives are concerned that the proposed placement 
facility at ISG/Sparrows Point will be located too close to the shipping channels for 
recreational and commercial boaters to maneuver safely.  There is also a concern that 
reopening the Barletta Willis facility, potentially relocating the turning basin activities, 
and opening a new MPA terminal (once the placement facility is complete) will 
concentrate shipping near the coal pier channel, which will interfere with boaters heading 
north out of Bear Creek.  No issues were raised relating to the Sparrows Point East 
wetlands/containment facility footprint.      
 
There are three specific areas of the proposed footprint that are of concern:  

(1) The southern edge of the proposed footprint closest to the Brewerton 
Channel.  Slides were shown depicting the distances between the toe of 
the channel and dike.  The current footprint envisions 515 ft between the 
channel toe and the dike at the eastern corner (of the southern edge) and 
650 ft at the western corner (closest to the turning basin).  The distances 
were increased from 350 ft based on community and Coast Guard 
concerns.  The North Point Community representatives are not sure 
whether the distances have been increased enough to satisfy the boaters, 
however; 

(2) The eastern edge of the proposed footprint running into Bear Creek.  The 
group asked for the distances between the proposed dike line and the 
shipping channel (Marine Channel); and,    

(3) The northern edge of the proposed alignment parallel to the channels 
accessing Barletta Willis and any relocated turning basin activities 
(Marine Channel and Coal Pier Channel).   

NEXT STEPS:   
(1) The Joint Venture (JV) will compute the distances from the eastern 

edge of the proposed placement facility to the channel for each of the 
three potential alignments.    

(2) EcoLogix will work with MPA, the JV and ISG to estimate the amount 
of ship traffic from Barletta Wills, the turning basin and the new 
placement facility, in order to determine whether undue interference to 
boat traffic will result.  



(3) This information will be discussed with the Coast Guard, the MD 
Pilots Association, local watermen, local marina owners and 
community representatives to get their comments. 

 
Key Quay, including Sollers East Shoreline Enhancement Discussion 
The Baltimore County Office of Community Development and the Dundalk Renaissance 
Corp (DRC) presented a new footprint for Key Quay.  The DRC described the proposed 
project as a marina-based mixed-use development that targets boat traffic on the inter-
coastal waterway.  The group identified some of the issues facing the project including 
permit compliance, ownership transfer, cost and potential capacity.  BGE support for the 
project is not known at this time.     
 
The DRC also described its recommendation for the eastern side of Sollers Point.  They 
would like to see a nature trail that connects Key Quay to the Fleming Center and serves 
as an outdoor education area.  The tidal wetlands and other shoreline enhancements along 
Sollers Point should extend into Bear Creek enough to accommodate this trail and the 
environmental education activities as well as improve habitat to the greatest extent 
possible.  Additionally, it was suggested that connecting the trail to the BGE freshwater 
wetlands should be considered at the appropriate time.  The Baltimore County 
Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management might have funding 
to help with the environmental aspects of the nature trail from Fleming Center.     
 
 NEXT STEPS 

(1) MPA/JV will try to develop options for the Key Quay footprint to see if it 
can be modified to maximize sand usage, minimize permitting issues, 
reduce cost and enhance capacity without having an adverse impact on 
its ability to serve the purpose described above. 

(2) MPA/JV will redesign the trail along the east side of Sollers Point to 
serve the purposes listed above. 

(3) MPA/EcoLogix will continue to keep the MDOT facility at Sollers Point 
updated on these proposals. 

 
Heritage Trail Discussion 
The Baltimore County Office of Community Development and the DRC proposed a new 
route for the Heritage Trail.  The modification envisions that the trail will end on the 
north side of Broening Highway and include a museum that highlights, among other 
things, MPA activities.  There is land along the Trail’s route that is located in the City 
and owned by someone who has indicated an unwillingness to sell.  This project is 
essential to the overall Dundalk redevelopment plan. Construction is scheduled to begin 
next year.  
 
 Next Steps 

(1) The DRC will inform other stakeholders including MPA and Baltimore 
County if there are specific actions that need to be taken.  

(2) MPA and Baltimore County will continue to look for ways to help 
address funding and land ownership issues. 



 
Sediment Remediation Discussion 
MDE reported that there are isolated areas in the harbor where the sediments have high 
concentrations of contaminants, such as PCB’s, pesticides, and heavy metals (Cr, Cd, Pb, 
& Zn). Fortunately, most of the contaminants are bonded to silts and clays in the 
sediment and are not found in the water column.  It was also pointed out that previous 
reports have indicated that the dredged material from the existing channels is largely 
clean.  MDE will develop TMDL’s for nutrients in the Harbor by 2005 and 
approximately a year later for toxics. 
 
Techniques to remediate the sediment pollution include:  

(1) Natural attenuation, which involves leaving the contaminated sediment in 
place and letting be covered by siltation; 

(2) Environmental dredging of the hotspots, done carefully so it does not cause 
the contaminants to mix into the water column; and, 

(3) Bioremediation, which involves injecting biota that digest contaminants into 
the sediment. 

               
NEXT STEPS:  

(1) MDE will identify hot spots in Bear Creek and Old Road Bay/Jones Creek 
area. 

(2) MDE will propose the most effective and environmentally appropriate 
remediation method. 

(3) MDE will coordinate with the Army Corps of Engineers, EPA, DNR and 
MPA to prioritize hot spots and initiate appropriate remediation projects, as 
quickly as possible. 

          
 
6:50 Jones Creek Community Enhancements Discussion 
A diagram of community enhancements in the Jones Creek/Old Road Bay area was used 
as a starting point for the discussion. Each one was discussed individually and then new 
ideas were offered.  The specific enhancements discussed were:   

(1) Sollers Point East Wetlands/Containment Facility – as stated above, there are 
no issues relating to the footprint of this project at this time;  

(2) Enhancements along ISG’s eastern shoreline – wetland creation and habitat 
improvements are still being recommended but there does not appear to be 
much enthusiasm for them from the community and protection from liability 
for ISG will need to be provided; 

(3) A community boat ramp and enhancements at a site at the northern bend of 
Jones Creek known as site 3B.  This parcel is owned by ISG and leased to 
Baltimore County.  Enhancing the wetlands and habitat area is being 
recommended but ISG liability protection issues must be resolved.  The North 
Point community representatives, however, are reconsidering the previously 
recommended boat ramp because they do not believe it will serve the best 
interests of the nearby residents.  Additionally, the current lease allows for 
passive recreation only; 



(4) Stormwater Controls in North Point Peninsula.  Community representatives 
are recommending that the flooding and associated water quality issues be 
addressed.  The County mentioned that it has existing programs that can help 
determine what measures are appropriate for resolving the problem and that 
any stormwater retrofit plans should be incorporated into the County Master 
Plan. 

(5)  Sediment remediation was discussed above. 
(6) A survey of the shoreline beginning at Ft Howard and continuing around the 

Peninsula toward the Bay and then into Back River to identify the erosion 
control measures necessary to protect this shoreline.  The County and State 
have programs that will provide much of the information.  Then funding 
questions will need to be addressed. 

(7) Fragmite removal and a potential boat ramp near an elementary school just 
north of Fort Howard.  The community is still recommending this project. 

(8) North Point State Park boardwalk and nature trail from Baylight Ave. to Fort 
Howard.  The community would like to have public access into the park for 
environmental education purposes.  DNR currently restricts access and usage 
and thus discussions with policy level personnel may be required. 

(9) A North Point Community representative offered an alternative to site B3 for 
a community boat ramp.  The suggestion was to locate it off of a 12-acre site 
at the headwaters of North Point Creek, which has deep water, is near the trail, 
and is at the end of the Haul Road.  It was noted that opening Haul Rd could 
be controversial with the community. 

(10) A possible park, fishing pier and boat ramp on Todd’s Inheritance, which 
is on Shallow Creek was suggested by the Baltimore County Office of 
Community Development. This suggestion will require more discussion with 
the community representatives. 

 
NEXT STEPS 
(1) The Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and 

Resource Management will identify potential public boat launching 
locations and Site B3 environmental enhancements, and will assess the 
potential for a new boat dock in Shallow Creek; 

(2) Baltimore County Office of Community Development will provide more 
details on a potential enhancement project at Todd’s Inheritance and 
determine whether it has community support;   

(3) The North Point community representatives will continue to meet with the 
residents of North Point to determine the level of support for each of the 
community potential enhancements; and,   

(4) MPA, JV and EcoLogix Group will work to get DNR’s support for the 
potential enhancements at North Point State Park.   

  
Future Meetings Scheduled 
 It was decided by the group that there will be a follow up meeting of the 
Baltimore County Harbor Team in mid March. 
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DRAFT Meeting Notes for the Harbor Team Meeting 
July 14, 2005; 6:00pm 

Living Classrooms Foundation 
Baltimore, MD 

 
Meeting Attendees: 
 
Baltimore City Department of Planning:  Beth Strommen 
Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Resource 
Management (DEPRM):  David Carroll, Candy Croswell  
Baltimore County Office of Community Conservation:  Raymond Heil, Jay Doyle 
Baltimore Development Corporation (BDC):  Larisa Salamacha 
Baltimore Harbor Watershed Association:  Phil Lee 
Brooklyn & Curtis Bay Coalition:  Carol Eshelman 
Citizen:  Stanley Snarski, Erin Saul 
Citizen’s Advisory Committee (CAC):  Fran Flanigan 
Dundalk Renaissance Corporation:  H. Ed Parker 
EcoLogix Group:  Bob Hoyt, Paul Massicot 
EA Engineering, Science, and Technology (EA):  Jane Boraczek 
Gahagan & Bryant Associates (GBA):  Jim Runion 
Greater Dundalk Alliance:  Darlene Stauch 
Greater Dundalk Community Council:  Thomas Kroen 
ISG Sparrows Point:  Bob Abate 
Living Classrooms Foundation:  Scott Raymond 
Locust Point Civic Association: Mike MacIntyre, Erin Saul 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources Critical Area Commission:  Dawn 
McCleary 
Maryland Environmental Service (MES):  Tammy Banta, Mike Rooney, Stephanie 
Maihan 
Maryland Geological Survey (MGS):  Jeff Halka 
Maryland Port Administration (MPA):  Ron Burns, Frank Hamons, Dave Bibo 
Stephen Storms, Nathaniel Brown, Bill Lear, Katrina Jones 
Moffatt & Nichol:  Kristen Gaumer, Pete Kotulak 
National Aquarium in Baltimore (NAIB):  Glenn Page 
North Point Peninsula Community Coordinating Council (NPPCCC):  Francis 
Taylor, Harry Wujek 
Patapsco Back River Tributary Team:  Jack Anderson 
Trust for Public Land:  Halle Van der Gaag 
Turner Station: Courtney Speed, Gloria Nelson 
Turner Station Development Corporation:  Dunbar Brooks 
University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science (UMCES):  Elizabeth 
Price 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE):  Jeff McKee, Steve Harman 
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Introductions, Meeting Goals, and Overview of Agenda  Bob Hoyt 
 
Mr. Hoyt welcomed the group and everyone introduced himself or herself.  Mr. Hoyt 
stated that the purpose and goals of the meeting were to: 

• Inform MPA of the Harbor Team’s recommendations for community 
enhancements to be included in the Masonville Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS). 

• Develop a strategy for connecting proposed biking/hiking trails into the existing 
system. 

• Identify outstanding issues and the schedule/process for addressing them. 
 
Turner Station Community Enhancements and Discussion Dunbar Brooks 
 
Mr. Brooks explained that the community of Turner Station would like the Fleming 
Center and the Health Path to be connected with Sollers Point.  He suggested establishing 
an implementation team to look at what could reasonably be done in to accomplish this.  
The community would like the Health Path to connect with the proposed Sollers Point 
Trail in order to enable people to walk the entire peninsula.  He also mentioned that some 
shoreline restoration is already underway with funding from Baltimore County.   
 
Mr. Brooks informed the Team that the Community has been talking to BGE to try to 
work out any potential issues with right-of-ways.  BGE is currently looking into the plans 
internally to see if they could work.   Mr. Hoyt pointed out that there are other 
alternatives for the trail if BGE does not agree to work with us at the present time. 
 
Key Quay Discussion      Ed Parker   
  
Mr. Parker explained that for Key Quay, the community decided to propose a smaller 
project than the original version.  The proposed project is designed to improve the 
wetlands and water quality at Sollers Point.  The plans would include wetland creation, 
restoration, and enhancement. 
 
The goal of Key Quay is still to connect the community to the water.  One proposal is to 
create a “Star Spangled Banner Trail” to be built along the proposed new wetlands and 
then apply for national recognition for the trail.   
 
The community put together four potential footprints for Key Quay.  They include 
wetlands created with clean dredged material, a marina, a pier, and observation towers to 
view Fort McHenry, the Key Bridge, and the Francis Scott Key Buoy.  The proposal 
includes hiking/biking trails connecting Turner Station.  The buildings would be 
constructed on uplands instead of on piers as originally proposed. 
 
Mr. Hoyt thanked Mr. Parker for relaying the community’s ideas on what they would like 
to see at Sollers Point for Key Quay.  He added that the design and engineering team 
working on the Harbor projects is hoping to get on the agenda for the Joint Evaluation 
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Committee meeting on July 27th to present the ideas from the community and receive 
feedback from the regulatory agencies. 
 
North Point Community Enhancements    Fran Taylor 
 
Mr. Taylor explained that the North Point Peninsula Community Coordinating Council 
sent all community residents a survey in 2003 in order to obtain suggestions on changes 
they would like to see in their neighborhoods.  The survey results indicated that the most 
important topics to the community included protecting and preserving the area.   
 
The proposed community enhancements include environmental remediation; the North 
Point Historical Greenway Trail; the North Point State Park shoreline and pier 
stabilization, a waterfront promenade, and boardwalk; North Point Regional Community 
Center; rebuilding of Sparrows Point Road; construction of a community boat ramp; and 
Todd’s Inheritance shoreline restoration.  Mr. Taylor provided an explanation of each of 
the enhancements during his power point presentation. 
 
Mr. Hoyt stated that the next step is for Baltimore County government to work with the 
community to finalize the list and identify the enhancements that could be State projects. 
 
Masonville Community Enhancement     Carol Eshelman 
Presentation and Discussion  
 
Mr. Hoyt reminded the team that the Masonville enhancements need to be contain more 
detail than Sparrows Point and BP Fairfield because the permit application and the EIS 
for Masonville need to be submitted in draft by the end of the year.  On June 15th, there 
was a public scoping meeting held at Harbor Hospital to begin the formal EIS process for 
Masonville.  At the meeting, the project was supported by all speakers.  Public comments 
are due tomorrow, and comment cards were made available to the Harbor Team 
members. 
 
Ms. Eshelman informed the Team that the Brooklyn and Curtis Bay Coalition (BCBC) 
began in September 2000 and focuses on long range solutions for the community.  The 
Baltimore City Planning Department adopted the Strategic Neighborhood Action Plan 
(SNAP) on June 30, 2005, which is the plan to enhance the community. 
 
Ms. Eshelman stated that the community would like to have Farring Baybrook Park 
connected to Masonville Cove.  Currently there is little to no access to the Cove and 
conditions along the shoreline are degraded.  The community has a specific plan for what 
they would like to see at Masonville Cove, which has been previously discussed at 
Harbor Team meetings.  In addition to these plans, the community would like to have 
signs at Farring Baybrook Park linking that park to the Cove, along with a bike path 
linking the two.  Ms. Eshelman showed the viewshed analysis from Fort McHenry and 
Harbor Hospital.  Ms. Eshelman pointed out that the key aspects of the project at the 
Cove are to have a nature preserve for students to learn about the environment, and to 
have bike and pedestrian trails. 
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A question was asked about the ownership of the property.  Ms. Eshelman responded that 
the MPA currently owns the property, but the community plans to get a conservation 
easement for the area.  Mr. Hoyt mentioned that Swan Creek Wetland at Cox Creek could 
be used as a model.  Mr. Page added that the Cove could also be modeled off of the 
wetland at Fort McHenry.  He explained that the wetland at Fort McHenry has been 
successful.  He also said that funds are not only needed to establish the wetland; they are 
needed to maintain it, as well.  Mr. Hoyt stated that both the National Aquarium and 
Living Classrooms Foundation have indicated interest in partnering to ensure a successful 
wetland project. 
 
City and County Bike Trail Discussion Halle Van der Gaag 

Beth Strommen 
   

Ms. Van der Gaag explained the process that went into creating the Gwyns Falls Bike 
Trail.  She pointed out that all stakeholders had roles and responsibilities.  The trail 
currently covers 14 miles through 30 diverse neighborhoods.  It took 14 years and $14 
million to get the trail where it is today, and it is still growing. 
 
Ms. Strommen added that Baltimore City is committed to getting the Gwyns Falls Trail 
connected to Masonville Cove.  The City is currently looking at ways that the Trail could 
safely cross the Hanover Street Bridge. 
 
Identifying Outstanding Issues and Next Steps   Bob Hoyt 
 
Mr. Hoyt informed the group that the next Harbor Team meeting will be in mid-October.  
At that time the group will begin to turn its attention back to the placement facilities.  
Topics of discussion could include hydrodynamics at Masonville, how the Bear Creek 
alignment at Sparrows Point could affect recreational and commercial fishing, and 
sediment remediation with Maryland Department of the Environment’s (MDE) Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) program.  Community enhancement options will also be 
discussed as needed. 
 
Mr. Hoyt requested that Team members email him with other issues they would like to 
see on the next meeting agenda.  He added that meetings with North Point and BCBC 
would continue. 
 
Mr. Abate asked when the proposal for the legislation change for Sparrows Point would 
have to go through in order to allow that project to move forward.  Mr. Hoyt responded 
that the legislation change would probably not be proposed before the 2007 legislative 
session.   Mr. Hamons confirmed that statement.    
 
The meeting was adjourned. 
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